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RUSSELL MCGLOTHLIN (State Bar No. 208826)
BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER SCHRECK, LLP
1020 State Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

Tel.: 805-963- 7000

Fax.: 805-965-4333

Attorney for Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA
FOR THE COUNTY OF MONTEREY

CALIFORNIA AMERICAN WATER, Case No. M66343
Plaintiff, Assigned for All Purposes to the
\% Honorable Leslie C. Nichols

CITY OF SEASIDE, et al.,
NOTICE OF LODGING OF
CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED RE
Defendants. PURE WATER MONTEREY PROJECT

Action filed: August 14, 2003
Trial Date: December 13, 2005

Post-Judgment Case Management Conference:
March 23, 2018

TO ALL PARTIES HEREIN AND TO THEIR COUNSEL OF RECORD:
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that the Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster hereby lodges
the following documents:
1. Correspondence from John Moore (Exhibit A);
2. Letter from Monterey One Water (“M1W?), dated July 30, 2018 (Exhibit B); and
3. Declaration of Russell M. McGlothlin In Support of Notice of Lodging of Correspondence
re Pure Water Monterey Project (Exhibit C).
The Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster (“Watermaster”) has received numerous

emails from constituent John Moore regarding his concerns about the quality of the treated water
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proposad 10 be injected into the Seaside Ceoundwaler Base (“Basia™) pursasnt 10 the Pare Water
by MIW sad the Montcrey Pemssuls Water Management District C"MPWMD™). Mr, Moces
reqeested that hes comrespondence be provided 10 the Court. We asked Mr. Moore 10 clarify which
of numerous emails be would ke filed with this Court and he identified as a subset of his
correapondence, attached hereto as Exhiba A

Watermaster forwarded a copy of Mr. Moore”s correspondence 1o MIW, which provided
8 responsive loter, attachod hereto s Exhibit B MIW explaion in s lotier that the PWM Project
i an indirect potsble reuse project that would involve the isgection of 3,500 scre-fect per year of
highly treated recycled water inso the Basin 0 be subsequently recoverad and used by Cabifornia
American Water (“Cal Am™) a8 coe component of its future water sepply for iss Montervy
Dustrict.

Cal Am and MPFWMD have jomtly applied 1o Watermaster for a storage and recovery
agroement Soe the PWM Project pussuant 1o Section IILL 3 jxx of the Amended Decavion.
Watormaster currently anticipetes for the matter 10 be conssdered by the Wmermaster Board this
Eall, As the Court's spocial master, it is Walerssaster's resporbility to spprise the Court of any
comespondence commenting oo material Basin managemen issues and 10 recerve end implement
further imatrections from e Court. However, because the Watermastor Boand has not yet held a
hearisg or made & decision oa the applicanon for the PWM Project, this ssamer is sot yet ripe for
review by the Court. Rather, the Amended Decision at Section [N, provides for the Count’s
review of any Walermtanter decision on the Court's own motion oc on Simely motion by any Party.
Watermasser believes that he appropriase tme for any judicial review of this matter would be
afier & docinion is isveod by Watermaster together with 2 rocoed pertaining %o that decision,

Dwed Augmet 76 2018 BROWNSTEIN HYATT FARBER
SCHRECK, LLy
o Fe L2
By
R -
Amomey for Scaside Gooundwater Basin
Watermaster
PO 2
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From: John Moore < pocreQ52@gmadl com»

Sent Monday, August 13 2008 338 AM

To: MoGlothien, Rusiell

Subject: Fwd. The dfference between the Orange County Water District (OOWD) recycied

adverced treatment project and PAM

Add this and the other two & mails from the week end that | copled you
on %o the record for the court filng John M. Moore

Date: Mon, Aug 13, 2018 at 8:36 AM
Subject. Fwd: The dference between the Orange County Water District
[OCWD) recycied advanced treatment project and PWM.

Date: Mon, Aug 13, 2018 at B35 AM

Subject: The difference between the Orange County Water Olstrict
[OCWD) recycied advasced treatment proect and PWM.

Toc Jm Johraon <johrson@ montereyheraid com>

Mr. johrason:

The Orange County Water District recycies human sewage imo potabie
mater by #pplying advinced treatment processes. Pare Wirter
Monmterey says it mines human waste with tosic agriculture waste,
apphes similar processes that produce potable water.

Put aside for the moment that the Pure Water Momerey{PWM) project
will be the first ever in its attempt 30 recycle touic agricufture

waste water. Mixing it with human waste water, is a mx condemned by
all Szate Water Board experts, but Ok according 1o the FWM water
safety expert.

The OCOW project treats human waste similar to the way that PWM
ntends 1o treat its mix. Then the two take dramatically diferent

paths.

The OCWD treated water is injacted im0 three basing which are NOT
repositones of potable water. PWM intends to inject its treated mix
nto the Seaside basn which IS » repository of potable drinking
water.



After injection into the Basing, the OCWO treated effuent percolates
through sands, soils, aquifers, and the Saata Ana river for five years
and then enters 2 huge aguifis which IS a potable water supply. 29
water datricts then extract water for sale. The five years of
percolation is » legal barrier that qualifies the OCWD water %0 &
legal drinking water status.

The PWM project meets the two month in & Batin part of the legal
reguiresent 10 constRute 2 barrier, but fails to meet the reguirement
that it provide 2 “measurable improvement” in the water qualty. PWM
says that the two months in the basin aliows tests for contamination
before the potable water is retracted by Cal Am and 10M 10 o, | sy
that ondy two months in the basia without measurable improvement in
the water quality s legally “arbstracy and caprcious. “as a theeat 10
peblic hasith. If Cal Am could inject the treated PWM mis into test
wells, when COntamnation occurs the dasin will not be contaminated,
and the non treated water in the basin may get us through the
contamination chagter. But such & direct ingection into Cal Am welly

i prohibited By law. SO how can injecting Into the basin be legal

when injecting Into a test well is not? I can't be, but it will take

# cowrt 10 make that finding.

The only remedy for Otizens is poltical and that takes money and Organization.

The PWM treated wrter mutt redleict ity uses B0 NON pOLAdIe purposes,
similar 10 the Calfornia Water Service Co. that senvices the Safinas
srea and aress ke San Jose all the way 10 Auburn, It sells huge
quantities of treated, non potable water for krigation of crops,

parks, cemeteries, car washes, industrial cooling etc.

1 am not an expert in Walte Water recycling for potatie purposes, my
opinion Is Baded on the research posied on the State Water Board wed
site and the poid rated text book "Waste Water,” 2 product of the U,
C. Davis Wanste Water faculty.

My objection is Backed by current state law and regulations that
prohibit the Direct Potable Water Reuse prmarly because there are no
tests for thousands of touden that get through the advanced treatment
membrane. In substance, the PWM project is Blegal and it was
permitted by an “arbitrary and capricious” process,

Every expert, except for the PWM expert(a sanitary eagineer, sot
medicaly trained), strongly recommends deep water desalnation
projects over recyciend human waste. The reason i health safety John
M. Maore 836 24 1. Pacific Geove, Ca. 831.655-4540



From: John Moore <jmocee0s2@gmail com>

Sent: Susday, Aogust 12, 2018 1100 AM

Tex Qeorgetniey ©gmad com

Subject R Forum: Pure Water Montecey expansion as postibie Cal Am desal Back-up plan

Sorry, but the MOW was suthonized by the board as a matter of law. Also, you soem 10 be its agent. Take your
chasces. BTW, What are you afrald of 7JMM

On Sun, Aug 12, 2018 at 10:53 AM George Riley <georgstnlevi@gmail com™> wrose:

Thanks for being persistent.

But your legal conclusion is wrong. PWN is not a public
agency with Brown Act requirements. And the
presentation by MOW is not a board action, and is not
included in Brown act requirements.

My decision stands. I will make sure you have a chance to
ask a question or two. But not debate.

George

On Sun, Aug 12, 2018 a1 9:01 AM John Mooee <jmoorc0s 2 Giamaml comm™ wrote:

George. You say that the Tuesday forum is the proposents focum, | agroe, Thst mesns that Water ) Monterey
and Public Water Now are controlled by the Browa act. M neoded 10 post an agenda by Friday and is required
10 give the public a0 oppoctunity 10 present at the Tuesday forum. It may be a crime to go foewand,

| renew my request to appesr and present my evidence and argument ot this government sponscored forum,

In his amicle, Jim Johnson quoted my gencral position about the illegality of the PWN project. He omitted my
poal, which is: 1 want the judge in charge of the Seaside Basin to hire an independent medically trained expert
about the public health safety, or not, of imjecting the mix into the Scaside Basin and based om that evidence to
deoade whether the PWM mix is safe. Margaret Nellor, the so called expert for Water | Monterey was'ss totally
ungualified 1o testify about the safety of the projects mix. Agnculture waste has never been recyclod for
potable purposes and all state water board experts agree that carrent law only applies to municipal waste
water and all other sources showld be carcfully excluded from the mix. (see attachment from stato study).

| don't practice law anymore, but in my view, approval of 3 mix of mums-wastowster with unproven recycling
of agricaliture waste, is clearly "wrbitrary sod capricious™ and illegal. IT is also a crimimal nuisance per the
Health and Safety code.

On Fri, Aug 10, 2018 a1 2:51 PM Marcia Wright <masciawn ghiEoomcast net> weole:

Goorge Ribey bs sach o delt, & true True Ballever! | love the statements ["ve clipped befown! - 5o robotic and thick!
Water Crar, Stalt, mast crack up everytisee Coorgie looks ot him with his sdoriag eyes, & sheep walting 1o be sheaced.

“Yeck facter™ - that's woooee old sad tdred. If the pro-recyche cheerieadors would spead mare tme dolag actusl schentific
research, instead of splaning wheels and fretring abost anth-*yuck™ PR, they mighs accomplish samething wselul



Biw, Margaret Nellor was hired by Doy Amoc for 1 tmks
1. to le about no public Bealth ricks of FWM
L 0 sddress “percepion™ bsses « “the moythiead yock lactor™ - LOL! Nellor and Riley - » maich made b bexven

I re-read Nelloe's testimony to ALJ Wentherford - what s sbrasive, arrogast M*c*. She wan so rede 8o Hons Weltzmas -
who the Madge does Nellar think she T She's a freaking sanitation engineer, Rig whappie. Ron has bis PA.D. frem Standerd
s statities andor math. Ron's 1Q b doubde Nellor's.

Anyway, bere’s womething fonny to tease Goorgle with, “ World resown lnfectiows diseanes physician, Dy, Peter Colligaen,
i hat the “yock factor™ belped maskind servive all Shese thosnands of years - it 2 aatural servival instinct i be

repelied from cossaming vires lades poop.™

I 00 hlarious how Ceargle racies off by rote Bl these hradawashod Mess spaon fod 30 Mim by Cesspoal and Typhoid on
those Joog rousd trip drives 4o Sacrameato.

I bope my bushand has Toesday off, He wants 0o rent & orock for 5 month wich posters stack on it abeut PWN and move
arcusd different scighborboods - e.g.. in frost of Factress Clity Hall for 3 day and then In frent of Typhold's office ballding
and thea i froat of Cosspaol’s smelly facllity in Marina.

Marcis

The state has standards, review procedures, and peomit reguirements,
All are in play. We'll hear about them too. There has abwavs been the
yuck factor, but as more and more populations find it safe, more
atiention s given it a5 » safe use. That is the reason why it has

moved s far along in Californis

On Aug 10, 2018, a1 1:58 PM, John Mocee <jmooec0S 2 Samal com> wrote:

George: The yuck factor is not myy issue. My tssue is simmply that PWM
has not obtained a single opinion by a medical expert about the fact
that there are currently NO tests for toxins that get by the Advanced
Treatment Procedures. Therefore, the public who bave had this progect
jammed down its throats wi'o its consent, must dead with the fact that
ol sciontific studies(that are set forth on the State Water Resowrces
Control web-sitc) indicate that the PWM project is dangerous to public
health,

You are now oa recoed as opposed 10 an insurance policy by the judge
who oversees the Scaside Basin in obtsining a relevam safety opinion
from one or more of the medical experts who have advised the Stase Bd

. that the test procedures to identify the chemicals and pathogens

)



that are guarantoed 1o get thru the PWM treatment &r¢ not yet in
place. Cal Am customaers are to be the lest cases,

All of this sk to have Cal Am customen pay for the clean up of the
most toxic agrculiure waste kesown 10 man,

And the Salinas poople will not be foeced{against thesr will) 10 drink
the stufl, Just us,

B is really scary, that a persoa of your insensitivity &s leading the

effort to buy out Cal Am. | am not a Cal Am fan, but 10 think of Dave
Seoddt CEO of the Moaterey Pesansals Wister Management District rusang
the Cal Am water business is cause for gesuine fear. He could have

given us a vote, but did not.

All experts about the choloe, or not, of recycling waste water for
potable purposes agree: I deep water desalination based on the proven
Israeli technology is avaslable, wilize it; recyclod wastewater is

for emergencies.

BTW, the Orange County Water District project is totally different
from the PWM project: 1. it only recycles buman sewage, 2. it refuses
1o recycle Ag waste water, and 3. it does not mix two difforent soxic
flows. But most importantly, after treatment, its water is injoctod

into three large basins, then it percolates thre sand, soil, and the
Santa Ana river for five yoars and then flows into the bege Orange
county aquifir: from there 29 water districts withdraw water for
potable perposes. Compare that process o the PWM process: it treats
the manture of human and Ag waste and hopes 10 inject it directly into
the Seaxide basia sad then 80 Cal Am, There is no messurable benefit
10 injecting the water oo Bhe hasia, it could be injected directly

im0 Cal Am wells with the same health risks. But PWM says time i the
basia allows 5 %0 test for contaminasts and if contamination rzes
thre the basin, it will stop the process. 1f the mix was injected into

2 Cal Am sest well, that would reveal the contamination w/'o
contaminating the basin. So placing the mix in the basin is simply a
ruse, so phony experts like Nellor can say "hey, PWM is like the
Orange county peoject.” John M. Moore

weemeenes Forwarded message «-voe

From: George Riloy

Date: Fri, Aug 10, 2018 at 12:25 PM

Subject: Re: Forum: Pure Water Monterey expansion as possible Cal Am
desal back-up plan

To: <jmoore(s 2icgmall com>

Ce: Jim Jobeson <pobpson@montereyherald com>

John, S is 2 presentation by the proponents. Many will sttend.

Your gencral question has already been raised, even in our own modia

matenal and in Jios Johnson's article. So the subject &5 not pew.,

That is one of the reasons for PWN forums-- 10 get transparency and
)



awareness, and into public dalogee guestions about usknowns and
concems.

The state has standards, review procederes, and permit requirements.
All are in play. We'll hear about tham 300, There has always boon the
yuck factor, but as more and more popedations find it safe, more
stention is given il & o safe use. That is the reason why it has
moved 3 far along = California,

I will allow you & question or two on the subject. Depending oa the
number of guestions, and the intessity of somse poants, there may be
more or less discusnon of it

No, you will sot be allowed 10 misutes 10 debate the proponents. |
hope | can meet you before it starts. At Jesst | will know who your

&c
George Riley
On Fri, Aug 10, 2018 at 10010 AM John Moore <jmooreS 2 Gmml com> wrote:

Forwarded mossage —«v-

From: Luke Coletti <]}

Date: Fri, Aug 10, 2018 af 5:34 AM

Sebsoct: Forum: Pure Water Monloroy expansion as possible Cal Am desal
back-up plan
To: <pmoore(s d (gnal com>

George: | s the Jobm Moore referenced in Mr. Johason's srticle i
today's Herald. As you are aware, | am attempaing to comviace the
Judge in the Watermaster case in the Superior cosrt( Seaside Basin is
= adjudicated Basin and coatrols the safety and adminstration of the
Basin), 10 obtain the services of an expert with medical training 10
advise him about the safety, or pot, of allowing Pare Water
Monterey(PWM) to inject its treatod mix into the Scaside Basin. FWM
has a permit %o construct its progect, but it is subject to obtaining

the consent of all necessary agencies(like the Watermastor)et al)
That mix is unsafe for injection into the Seaside basin,

In the permanting process, PWM never obtaincd the opamion of an expert
shout the public safety of the project’s product by any of the masy
medical experts who do the heavy rescarch about recycled water for
potable purposes. There are none that would approve the project aad
that is why they were excluded.

Instead, PWM relied upon Margaret Nellor, of Nellor Enmvironmental ot
of Texas as its "safety expert.” She has a BS and Masters degrec in
Engineering and worked for years as a sanitation engineer. She has no
traimeng about detocting toxins in recycled water for potable

purposcs. She cites teats for ber opinions, but according Yo the

modical experts, those tosts are not adequate 10 detormine whether the
water is safe for potable purposes. So she iy ot qualified 10 testly
about the medical safety of the PWM mix. In fact, according to the
legislature and the State Water Resources Control Board, peoper tests
for a facility like PWM will not be avaslable until 2023, And per that



Agency, and the expeort reports it has acquired, all of its rescarch
has boen sbout “municipal wastewater,” not wastowaer from other
sources, ke toxic Agnculture waste.

If the Tuesday forum i goang 1o discuss my objections to the projoct,
which arc based on madically trained expert rescarch and discussions
of record, | should be given a len menute opportunity 10 respond 1o
the other sades presentation.

How can PWM truthfilly object to the judge of the Scaside basin
obtaning the advice from a modecally trained expert about the safety,
or not, of the PWM peojects treated product? This is our dnakieg
water supply.

I was sold by MILS that this is PWN's show, 50 it is up 10 you to give
me a fair opportumity to present my fiacts that show that no medical
expert was comsulted about the PWM project and it is critical that the
Judge in the Watermaster case obtain public safety advice from such an
expert. Otherwise the CalAm water may cause the hugest “cancer
chuster” in Ca. history. John M. Moore(licensod, retired Ca. lawyer,
JD Staaford School of Law)

“Acconding 10 Riley, the forum willl also sock 10 address public
guestions sbout recyclod water quality regarding the Pure Water
Mosterey project, including the argumnent fom Pacific Grove resdent
John Mooee that the mix of sewage with “highly toxic™ agriculiural
wirler has never been attemptod before nor has it been adequately
tested, and creates an enacceptable sk of contaminating the Seassde
basin.”

“Moore has also argued that Pure Water Monterey was improperly
permitied as an indirect potable reuse projoct when its product waser
is actually going 10 be pumped directly into an existing fresh waser
basin in a manner moce similar %0 direct potable reuse, which the
state does not yet allow.”

Forum: Pure Water Montorey expansion as possible Cal Am desal back-up plan
By Jim Johssoo, Momerey Herald

Updated; 7 hrs ago

Moaterey >> With a key decision time approaching for California
]



American Water's desalination progect, local activist groep Public
Water Now is hosting a forum next week simed at exploring the
potential for an expanded Pure Water Monterey recyclod water project
that could potentially replace the desal project if it falters or is
selayod, perhaps by litigat

Set for Tuesday, the forum will featere Monterey One Water general
manager Paul Sciuto, whose agency is in the madst of building the Pure
Water Momerey prosect and has developed an expansion proposal in
repoase 1o a roquest by the Calsformia Public Utilitics Comaissicn
and Planning and Conservation Lesgue executive director Jomas Manon,
who has been one of the leaders among these calling for exploriag as
altemasive water supply plan based on recycled water expansion in
case Cal Am's desal progect & delayed with a series of Carmel River
cuthack order malestones rapidly sppeoaching,

The forum is scheduled for 7 pm. at the Middicbury Institute of
Intermational Studies st Monterey's Irvine Auditorium at 499 Pierce
Strect.

Other recont Public Water Now forums included one in June asinng the

voncens of project opponents Marina Coast Water District and the aity
of Manins and apother last month featuning the commumaty of Montara's
cxpericnce with its pablic buyout of Cal Am.

While Peblsc Water Now is backing snother November general clection
hallot measure aimed at exploring feasibility of a public buyout of

Cal Am's Momterey system, and has condected dozens of water Issue
forums over the past several years including several related to a

public takeover, the ocganization’s managing durector Geoege Ridey
insisted next week's forum is intended to be purely informational and
willl not be anti-Cal Am or mti-desal project. Riley said the goal is

10 inform the public about the potential of more cost-efficent and
covircnmentally friendly recyclod water 1o holp mect the Ponimasula's
waler demand, at least for the shoet tarm.

“As (CPUC) decison time pets closer and closer, and the (fall)
clection gets choser and closer, and candadates are askeod where they
stand on issees — and maybe our ballot messure is parnt of that, we're
trying 10 pet as mach information out there as possible, and that’s
always been our goal,™ he said.

At the samo time, Riley acknowledged the threat of litigation delaying
Cal Am's desal project even if it gains CPUC approval next month makes
the Pure Water Montercy expansion a bot topic. A CPUC official has
promised a key proposed decision on Cal Am’s desal project would be
issued by Monday sad the commission will be schadulod 1o consider the
project at its Sept. 13 mesting.

It"s also worth noting that cne of the key arguments against 2 public
buyout put formard by Cal Am and its supporters is that such a process
.



would distract Cal Am from completing the essential desal project, an
argument that would appesr 10 be weakened if there were an allernative

water supply.

Cal Am spokeswoman Catherine Stedman noted that the desal project
environmental review analyzod a raage of allernatives including Pure
Water Momterey cxpamsson and found desal is a necessary part of the
Peninsula’s future water supply. Stedman also argued that litigation
wouldn't nocessarilly halt desal projoct construction.

Toesday's forum is set 1o provide an overview of the Pure Water
Monterey progect, which is already set to peovide 3,500 acre foet of
recyclad potable water foe injection into the Seasade basin for lser
use, and the potential for expanding that by 2,200 sd&tional scre
foct for a totad of 5,700 sere foet per yoar. Comdined with Cal Am's
nght to 3,376 acre foet per yesr from the Carmel River and the
Scaside basin, and other supplemental water sources, the Peninsula
could have about enough water 1o meet ity currest water demand of
around 9,400 acre feet per year even without desal, accondiag o
Riley, though be also acknowledged the Peninsula will sced & larger
water supply than that over time.

Riley noted that the CPUC itsclf asked for backup options mn case Cal
Am’s desal peoject is delayed for amy reason, including Btigation

pven the staunch oppositice from Marina Coast and Marina city amid
claams of legal and technical challeages. In response, Monterey Oune
Water submitted its expansion proposal snd a group of intervenors in
the CPUC"s desal project proceeding called for exploning the expansion
i a separwic phase, but the CPUC never responded 10 that request.

The same groap also submaniod & formal request to the stale water
board 10 consider ahernative milestones for the Carmel River cutback
order that focused on recycled waler expansion progross while delayving
the desal projoct, snd stase water bossd staff annowsced last month
thart they were still considering whether %0 accept the application.

Riley pointed out that Cal Am hasn't signed on to any true backup
plan, including the proposed recycled waser expansion.

“Cal Am has done nothing %o peepare for a litigation delay, which
could lead to rationing,” he said. *1f Cal Am fails, they have so Plan
B. Pure Water Monteroy is bocoming a major part of the sodution %o our
water problems. ™

Under the current cuthack oeder, Cal Am's desal project mvast be
spproved by the CPUC by Sept. 30 or risk Josing up to 1,000 acre foet
of river water per your until it is approved, and must bogin
construction by Sept. 30 next your or sk Josing $he same amount of
Waler,

According %0 Riley, the forum will also seck 50 address public
’



questions about recycled water quality reganding the Pure Water
Joba Moore that the max of sewage with “highly 1oxic™ agricultural
waler has never boen aticmpted before nor has it boes adequately
tested, and crestes an unacocptable risk of contaminating the Scaside
basin.

Mooee has also argued that Pure Water Moaterey was impeoperly
permitied as an indirect potable reuse projoct when its product waser
is actually going %o be pumped directly imo an existing fresh water
basin in 2 masner more similar to direct potable reuse, which the
state doos not yet allow,

Jim Jobnson can be reachod at 831-726-4348.

Seme from my (Pad



e —————————————————————————————————————

From: Johe Moore <ymoore052 ©gmasl com >

Sent: Sunday, August 12, J018 902 AM

Te GeorgeTRiey@gmad.com

Sebject: Re Forum Pure Water Mostetey expanmion a5 posubie Cal Am dessl back-up plan
Attachments. Scan_0144 pat

George. You say that the Tuesday forum is the proponents forum. | agree. That means that Water | Moaterey and
Public Water Now are controlled by the Brown act. It neoded 1o post an agenda by Friday and is required to
give the public an opportunity to present at the Tuosday forum. It may be a orime 1o go forward.

[ renew my request to appear and present my ovidence and argument ot this government sponsored foram.

In his asticle, Jum Jobnson quoted my pencral position abost the illegality of the PWN project. He omitsed my
poal, which is: | wast the judge in charge of the Scaside Basin 10 hire an indopendent medically trained expert
about the public bealth safety, or not, of impecting the mix into the Scaside Basin and based on that evidence o
decade whether the PWM mix is safe. Margaret Nellor, the so called expert for Wator ]| Monterey was'is totally
ungualificd 10 1estify shost the safety of the progects mix, Agriculture waste has never boen recyclod for potable
parposes aad all state water boand experts agroe that current law caly apphics 1o municipal wastc water sad all
other sources should be carcfully excluded from the max (see attachment from stase study).

I don't practice law anymore, but in my view, approval of & mix of mund-wastewster with seproves recycling of
agriculture waste, is clearly "arbitrary and capericions™ and illegal. IT is also a crimsal nuisance per the Health
and Safecy code.

On Fri, Aug 10, 2018 at 2:51 PM Marcia Wright <marciaswright@oomas pet™> wrote:

Coorge Ridey in soch s dolt, & true Tree Belliever! | lave the stalements 've clipped befon! U So rebetic sad thick!
Water Crar, Soolt, mast crack up everytime Gearghe looks ot hlm with his aderiag eyes, & shorp walting 1o be shonred.

“Yock factor™ « hat's sooeeo ofd and sired. If the pro-recyche cheerieaders woald spend more time dolng sctual schentific
research, lnvtead of wpisaiog wheels aad fretting aboot sath-"yuck™ PR, they sight sccomplinh samething useful.

Bow, Margaret Nellor was hired by Daffy Assoc for 2 tnks
1. 10 lie about 2o pebiic bealth riks of FWM
2. 00 address “perception”™ lsswes - “the mythionl yaek facter™ « LOLY Nellor and Ry -  match made s heaven,

I re-rend Nelloe's testimeny 1o AL Weatherford - what an sbrasive, srvogast bi®c®. She was 30 rude 80 Roa Weltomas - whe
the fodge does Nellor think sbe ™ She's 3 freaking waaltation sagineer. Big whepple. oo has his PD, from Stanferd
i siativtics andior math. Roa's 1Q Is deuble Nellor's,

Aayway, bere's something fusay to tease Goargle with. * World remows lafoctions diseases physicias, Dr. Peter Collignen,
sald Dt the “yuck factor™ belped manking survive all these thomands of yeurs « i 0 natural survival lestisct 1o be repelied

from comuming virm laden poop. ™

1% so Rilarious bow Gosrgle ratthes off by rote all Shose bralawashed ideas spocn Sod 19 M by Cosspond and Typhold on
those loag reusd trip drives lo Sacramente.

1 hope my bushand has Toosday off, Me wants to rest & trock for & menth with posters sack on it abawt FWM snd move
arvusd differeat ntighborhoods - g in frant of Fortress Oy 1ol for » day snd thes in froat of Typheold's affice bailding
and them In front of Conpool”s smmily faciity In Marisa



The stase has standards, review procedurcs, and peomit requirements,
All are in play. We'll hear about them too. There has alwass been the

yuck factor, but a3 mere and more pepulations find it safs, mere
ationtion b given It ax 2 safe use, That ks the reason why It has
moved & far aloag in Californis,

On Aug 10, 2015, at 1:58 PM, John Moore <jmooeedS 2@ gmail com™ wrote:

George: The yuck factor 18 not my issue. My issuc is smply that FWM
has not obtained a single opimon by & medical expert about the fact
that there are cusrently NO tests for toxins that get by the Advasced
Treatment Procedures. Therefore, the public who have had this project
jammed down its throats wio its consent, must deal with the fact that
all scientific studies(that are set forth on the State Water Resources
Control web-site) indicate that the PWM peoject is dangerous to public
health.

You are now om record as opposed 10 an insurance policy by the jadge

who oversces the Scaside Basin in obaining a relevant safety opinion

from one or more of the medical experts who have advisad the State Bd
. that the test procoadures 1o identify the chemicals and pathogens

that are gearanieed 10 get thre the PWM treatment are not yet in

place. Cal Am castomens are 10 be the test cases.

Al of this risk 10 have Cal Am cestomers pay for the clean wp of the
most toxic agrnoaiture waste known 10 man.

And the Salinas people will not be foeced(against thesr will) to drink
the stuff Just us.

M is really scary, that a person of your insensitivity is leading the

cffort to buy out Cal Am. | am not a Cal Am fan, but 10 think of Dave
Seoldt CEO of the Monterey Peninsula Water Management District renning
the Cal Am water business is caune for genuine fear, He could have

given us & vole, but did net.

All experts about the chosce, or not, of recycling waste waer for
potable purposes agree: [f decp water desalination based o the proven
ksracli technology is available, utilize it; recycled wastewater is

for omorgencios.

?



BTW, the Orange County Water District projoct is sotallly different
from the PWM peoject: 1., it only recycles human sewage, 2. it refuses
o recycle Ag waste waler, snd 3, it doos not mix two difforont toic
flows. Bt most importantly, afler trestment, its water is injoctod

=00 Bheoe large basing, then it percolales thru sand, sodl, and the
Santa Ana river for five years and then flows into the duge Orange
county aquifir: from there 29 water districts withdraw waser for
potable purposes. Compare that peocess 10 the PWM process: it treats
the mixture of human and Ag wastc and hopes %0 inject it directly into
the Scaside basin and then to Cal Am. There is no measurable benefit
10 injecting the water into the basin, it could be knjected directly

into Cal Am wells with the same health risks. But PWM says time in the
basan allows it to test for contaminants and if contamination razes
thru the basin, it will stop the process. If the mix was injected into

a Cal Am test well, that would revead the contamination wio
coataminating the basin. So placiag the mix in the basin is simply a
ruse, so phoay experts like Nellor can say “hey, PWM is like the
Orange county progect.* Joba M. Moore

Forwardod message -

From: George Riley <georpetrileyiigmal, com™

Date: Fri, Asg 10, 2018 m 12:25 PM

Sebgect: Re: Forum: Pure Water Monserey expansion as possible Cal Am
desal back-up plan

To: < '

Joord S 2@ gmasl com>
Ce: Jim Johnson < pohnsosdimeontercyherald. com>

John, this is a presentation by the proponents. Many will attend.
Your gencral question has already been rassed, even in our own modia
matenial and in Jim Jobason's article. So the subject is not new.

That is one of the reasons for PWN forums-- %o get transparency and
concems.

All are in play. WeTl hear sbout them 300, There has always boen the
yack factor, but as more sad moee popedations find it safe, more
Aention is gives it &5 & safe wee. That is the reason whyy it has
moved s far slong in Califoenia.

I will allow you a question of two ca the subject. Depending on the
nuenber of questions, and the intensity of somse points, there may be
maore or less discussion of it

No, you will not be aliowed 10 minutes to debate the proponents. |
hope | can meet you before it starts. At least | will know who your

are.
George Riley
On Fri, Asg 10, 2018 at 10:10 AM John Moore <jmoore0S 2 & wmal som™ wrote:



Forwarded message ——w

o-rl?n.mm.musym

Subject: Forum: Pure Waler Moaterey expansion as possible Cal Am desal
:d-«vﬂ-

o:

George: | am the John Meoore referenced in Mr. Jobason's article in
today's Herald. As you are aware, | am attempting 10 comvince the
yadge in the Watermastor case in the Supenior courtScaside Basin is
an adjudicated Basm and comtrols the safety and adminstration of the
Basin), 10 obtain the services of an expert with medical training to
advise him about the safety, or not, of allowing Pure Water

Monterey PWM) 10 inject its treated mix into the Scaside Basin. PWM
has a permut 10 constract its progect, but it is sebiect to obtaining

the consent of all necessary ageaciou(like the Watermasicr).of ol )
That mix is unsafe for injection into the Scaside basin,

In the permitting process, PWM never obtained the opimon of an expent
about the publsc safety of the project’s peodact by any of the masy
meodical experts who do the heavy rescarch about recycled water for
potable purposes. There are none that would approve the projoct and
that is why thoy were excluded.

Instcad, PWM reliad upon Margaeet Nellor, of Nellor Emvisonmental out
of Texas as its “safety expert.” She has a BS and Mastors degree in
Enginccring and worked for years as & sanitation enginecr, She has mo
trameng about desecting tonias in recyclod water for potable
purposes. She cites tests for her opinions, bt acconding %o the
medical experts, those 1ests are not adequase 10 Setermine whether the
water is safe for potable purposes. So she is not gualified 10 testify
about the medical safety of the PWM mix. In fact, according 10 the
legislature and the State Water Resources Control Board, proper tests
for a facility ke PWM will not be available until 2023, And per that
Agency, and the expert reports it has acquired, all of its resesrch

has boen about "municipal wastowater,” not wastewater from other
sourcex, ke toxic Agriculture waste,

If e Tucsday forum is going 10 discuss my objoctions o the project,
which are based on ssedically trained cxpert rescarch and discussions
of record, 1 should be given & ten minute opportenity 10 respond 1o
the other sides presentation

How can PWM truthfully object 10 the judge of the Scaside basin
obtaining the advice from a medically trasmed expert sbout the safety,
or not, of the PWM projects treated prodect? This is our drnking
water supply.

1 was 20l by MIIS that this is PWN's show, 80 it 8 wp 10 you 1o give
e & fair opportumsty o prescnt my facts that show Bt no medical
expert was conmalted about the PWM peoject and it is critical that the

4



judge in the Watermaster case obtain public safety advice from such an
expert. Otherwise the CalAm water may cause the hugest "cancer
cluster” in Ca. history. John M. Moora(licensed, retired Ca. lawyer,

JD Stanford School of Law)

“Accoeding o Riley, the forum will also seck 10 address public
questions shout recyclad water guality regasding the Pere Water
Mosterey project, including the argument from Pacific Grove resident
Joba Moore that the mix of sewage with “highly toxic™ sgriculesl
water has never boen attempted befoee nor has it been adoguasely
tested, and cresies an enacoeptable risk of contaminating the Scaside
hasin.”

“Moore has aiso argued that Pure Waler Momterey was impeoperly
persnitiad as an indirect potable reuse project when its prodact water
is actually going 10 be pumped directly into an existing fresh water
basin in & manmer moce similar 10 direct potable reuse, which the
state does not yet allow.™

Forum: Pare Water Moatergy expansion as possible Cal Am desal back-up plan
By Jim Johasoo, Montcrey Herald

Updated: 7 hrs ago

Monterey >> With & key decision tisse spproaching for Califoenis
Amencan Water's desalssation project, local activist group Public
Water Now is hostang a forum next week aimed 2t exploning the
potential for an expanded Pure Water Moaterey recycled water project
that could potessially replace the desal project of it falters or s
delayed, perhaps by litigatice.

Set for Tuesday, the forum will feature Montorey One Water general
manager Paul Sciuto, whose agency is in the midst of building the Pere
Water Moanterey project and has developed an expansion proposal in
respoase % a request by the California Public Utilitios Commmission

and Plarsing and Consorvation League executive director Jonas Minton,
who has boen one of the leaders among those calling for exploning s
alternative water supply plan based on recycled water expansion in
case Cal Am's desal project is delayed with a series of Cannel River
cuthack ceder milostones rapidly spproaching.

The forsen is scheduled for 7 p.m. & the Middicbury Institute of
5



Internaional Soadies at Mosterey’s Irvine Auditorium at 499 Plerce
Street.

Other recent Public Water Now forums inchaded one in June ainng the

concems of project opponents Marina Coast Water District and the oty
of Marina and another last month featuring the community of Montara's
experionce with 1ts public buyout of Cal Am.

While Public Water Now is hacking snother November general clection
ballot measure smsed at explocing feasibility of a public buyout of
Cal Am's Montercy system, and has conducted dozens of water lssue
forums over the past several years including several related 1o 2

public takeover, the crganization’s managieg director George Riley
insisted mext week's forum is intended 10 be purely infoemational and
will not be anti-Cal Am or amti-desal project. Riley said the goal is

1o inform the public about the potential of more cost-efficient and

environmentally friendly recyclod water 10 help meet the Pomimsala’s
water demand, at Joast for the shoet term.

“As (CPUC) decision time gots closer and closer, and the (fall)
choctson gets closer and closer, and candidates are sskod where they
stand 00 issucs — and maybe our ballot messure i part of that, we're
trysag 10 get a5 much information out there as posashile, and that's
aways boen our goal.™ he said,

Al the same time, Riley acknowledged the threat of Mtigation defaying
Cal Am’s desal project even if it gaims CPUC approval next month makes
the Pare Water Momtercy expansion a hot topic. A CPUC official has
promised a key proposed decision on Cal Am's desal project would be
issuad by Monday and the commission will be scheduled 10 consider the
progect at its Sept. 13 mosting.

It's also worth soting that cac of the key arguments against a public
buyout put forward by Cal Am and its supporers i that such a peocess
wordd destract Cal Am from completing the essential desal project, an
mrgument that would appear 1o be weakened if there were an alternative

water supply.

Cal Am spokeswoman Catherine Stodman noted that the desal project
emvironmental review analyzed a range of altematives inchading Pure
Water Monterey expansion and found desal is a necossary part of the
Peninsula’s future waler supply. Stadman also argeed tat litigation
wouldn't necossanly halt desal project constraction,

Tuesday's forum is set 10 provide an overview of the Pure Water
Monterey project, which is already set 1o provide 3,500 acre feet of
recycled potable water for injection into the Seaside basin for later
use, and the potential for expanding that by 2,200 additicnal acre
foet for a total of 5,700 acre foct per yoar. Combined with Cal Am”s
right 10 3,376 acre foet per your from the Carmel River and the
Scaade hasin, and other sspplemental water sowrces, the Peninsala
.



ool have shout cnough waler 1o meet ity current water demand of
around 9,400 scre fect per year evens without desal, acconding to

Riley, though he also scknowledged the Peninsula will need a larger
water supply than that over time.

Riley noted that the CPUC itself asked for backup options in case Cal
Am's desal project is delayed for any reason, incloding itigation

given the staunch opposition from Marina Coast and Marina city amsd
claims of legal and technical challenges. In response, Moaterey One
Water submittod its expansion proposal and a growp of indervenors in
the CPUC"s desal projgect procecding called for exploring the expansion
in a separate phase, but the CPUC never responded 10 that roquest.

The same group also submitted » formal request 10 the sate water
board %o consider alternative milestones for the Carmel River cuthack
order that focased om recyclod waler expansion progross while delaying
the desal project, and stase water bosed stafl announced last month

that they were still comsadering whether 10 acoept the application

Riley posased ot that Cal Am hasn't sigsed on 10 sy true backup
plan, including the proposed recyclod water expansion,

“Cal Am has dooe nothing %o peepare for a lisgation defay, which
could lead 10 mationing,” he said. “If Cal Am fisils, they have no Plan
B. Pure Water Mosgterey is becoming a major part of the solution 1o o

water problems.”

Under the current cuthack oeder, Cal Am's desal project must be
approved by the CPUC by Sept. 30 or risk losing up %o 1,000 acre feet
of river water per year until it is approved, and must begin
construction by Sept. 30 next year or risk Josing the same amount of
waler,

According 10 Riley, the forses will also scek to addross public
guestions sbout recycled water guality regarding the Pure Waler
Moaterey project, incloding the argument from Pacific Grove resident
Joda Moore that the mix of sewage with “highly toxic™ agriculisesd
water has never been attempted defore nor has it been adequasely

tested, and creates an unacceptable nisk of contamsinating the Scaside
basin.

Moore has also argued that Pure Water Monterey was mmproperly
permatied as an indirect potable reuse project when its product water
is actually going % be pumped directly into an existing fresh water
basin in 2 manaer more sisilar 10 direct potable reuse, whach the
state doos not vet allow,

Jam Jobsson can be reached st 831-T26-4348



Sent from my (Pad



e R —————————————————————

From: McGlotnin, Rutsell

Sent. Monday, My 30 2018 552 PM

Tox ‘Sobn Moo’

Ce Lawra Dadw', Bob Jagues Acos, Jera S, Malone. Caitin X
Subject RE: Record addoon

Mr. Moare:

The scans tithed 100, 101, 109, and 110, were aiready inciuded in the materials | sent for your review earber 1080y, Also,
scan 103 sppears 1o 5o The same a4 ican 106, Therefore, we will include scan 103, 105, 107, and 108 at the end of the
packet of manecials | sent earfier. We will not submit duphcanes of scans 100, 101, 106, 109, 110

Russel M, McGilothln

Brownstem Hyatt Farber Schrech, LLP
1020 State Street

Santa Rartara, CA 93101

BOS ER2 1438 el

BO5.AS53.2955 ced

BMcGiothin@bhts com
Brownsten Hyatt Farber Scivech: celebrating S0 years of leadership at the intersection of business, lrw and politics.

——Original Message

From: Joha Moore [mailo smogee0S2 @amad. com|
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 435 PM

To: McGlothin, Rusiel

Subject: Record addion

Below are the attachments 10 my Comment letier 10 the waterSoards,
dated June 4, 2018 They should set forth after that comment letter.

Otherwise, the record Is accepted. johe Moore



Letier S

Fort Ord Community Advisory Group (FOCAG)
P.O, Box 969

Scaside, CA 93955

Phone: £31-484.6659

Email: focagemali@yanoo.com

The "Fort Ord Community Advisory Group is a public interest group foemed
to review, comenent and advise oa the remediation (clessnp) of the Foet Ond
AmmeWSm.mehmmhhh.n&!ymme
environment are peotectad 1o the greatest extent possible.* -

Statement.

Monterey Regional Water Polbation Coatrol Agency (MRWPCA)
ATTN: Bob Holden

5 Hams Count, Bidg D

Moenerey, CA 93940

Via E-mail: GWRGmrwopa com, hard copy 10 follow via U.S. Muil

Re: Notice of Preparation, Scoping Comments
Monterey Peminsula Groendwarer Repleaishment Project Envirommental
Impact Report

July 2, 2013
Dear Bob Holden,

The Fort Ovd Community Advisary Group (FOCAG) offers the following
comments on the scope of environmental issocs. The scope should include
cxisting hazards %o drinking water and potential increasing hazards to the
drinking water supply due %0 the migration and leaching of toxic chemicals
dissurbing activities including a horse park. The Seaside Aquifer lies directly
beneath tho Army Training Ramges, known as Site #39 of former Fort Ord.
This arca includes the arca known as Parker Flats that had, among other

Fort Ord is & National Superfusd Sie, first put on the Natiosal Superfund
Prionty List bocause of discovered contamenation of arca groundwater.

1



Letter S (cont)

Page 2

There bave been multiple isswes with the Upper 180, the Lower 180, and the
400-foot aquifers beneath arcas of former Fort Ord. Site #39, perhaps the
largest mumilions impact/traiming area in the country, sits over the Seaside
Groundwater Basin. This showld be of concern 10 MRWPCA and others for
the possibility of leaching and migration of chemicals into underground
wuifers.

It s understood residual munitions chemicals from 77.years of munitions
use, remain in Fort Ord training areas, includmg Sate 39, The cleanep thus
far, bhas concentrated on remaining unexploded munitions, but failed to
identify many memitions constituents even though nUMErous Mmunitions
chemistry books were and are readily available. How can the extent of
contamination be known ualess all known munitions constituents are looked
for? The cleamup has used a sampling rationale of looking for a few
constituents but only reporting levels sbove a certan threshold. There
potentially are hundrods of chemicals below threshold levels. For exsmple,
hypothetically, if there are two hundred chemicals each at 2 ppm, well below
the reporting level, there potentially could be a toxic chemical brew of 200-
400 ppm. Could the cumulative, low levels of chemicals potentially be

a health harard? Are the hesnan health risks known for this level of
exposure” What are the synergistic effects of munitions chemicals and
pesticides on organisens” Are there studses available on the effects of low-
level exposure to these chemicals?

Hundreds of munitions chemicals and pesticades at very low levels may be a
potential toxic brew creatimg a health and safety hazard in the underground
water aquifers. The cleanup has failed 10 make the public aware of the actual
Jevels of munstions and pesticide comtaminates throughout traiming sreas.

a) What nuight be the justification for the cleanup failing to sdentify sli the
munitions and pesticide chemacals in Tables 3,45, and 67 (See Attachment
2, Tables 1-7). The Army BRAC has been asked the following questicns:

b) Because the Army kept abysmal records of training ranges, traiming areas
and specific activities, what is the justificaton for failing to Jook for all
munstices chermacals and pesticides in all traming areas, including Site #397
<) What is the justification for the cleanup failing to include all the
munitions and pesticide chermicals identified in Attachment 2, Tables 3,45,
and 67

d) What is the extent of cut-gassing from munitsons and pesticsde chemicals




Letier S {cont)

Page 3

in former training aeas”
€) What & the justification for failing 10 repont the actual levels of munitions
and pesticade chemacals in all training arcas?

On 3-24-10 (forsordcicanup com, Document BW-2532), and 2-7-11

{ fortordeleanup.com, Document BW-2557), the FOCAG mised questions
regarding pesticide use st Fort Ord and 0 training arcas. The

2.7:11 FOCAG letrer specifically sddresses Anmy”s failure to thoroughly
Investigate pesticides in training arcas. Despate Army”s claim that it bas
thoroughly investigated pesticides in training arcas, our review of the cised
cleanup documnents did not sepport the Armey's clasm. The only sampling
we have found for pesticides in the Parker Flats and Site 39 training arcas
was for 2 weal of 4 sample locatons that caly looked for X organochlonine

pesticides.

It is owr understanding Army BRAC remains responsible for identifying and
sampling for chenucals potentially used in traiming arcas, inchading Site 39
However, the chemicals being looked for in former Army trainmg sifes is
woefully inadequate. The FOCAG includes, with this letter, 7 Tables

of munitions chemucals and pesticides potentially found in former Foet Ond
including a Jist of Traiming Arcas and the chemicals actually being looked
for . {See attachment 2, Tables |1-7)

There are several hundred chemicals potentially leaching out of ordsance
into the ground as well as residual chemicals from decades of
weapons/'ordnance training and pyrotechaics. Herbicides were used 10 keep
exercises. Attached are 6 Tables identifying mumitions chemicals and
pesticides used m traning arcas include Table 1, is the Fort Ord Cleanup
1994 list of potential Training Range chemécals. Table 2 is the Fort Ord
Cleamup 2003 Sampling and Analysis list of potential Traming Range
chemicals. Tables 3, and 4 arc lists of munitions constiteents found in
munitions chemistry books, many of which the cleanup has not included in
ats list(s). Tables 5, and 6 are lists of pesticides; known and suspected as
being used a Fort Ord, Particularly alarming is Table S that sdemtifics 23
munitions chemicals also known %0 be pesticides. This may explain why
some trasning arcas are virtually devoid of insects and birds. Not caly has

-
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Water Boards S
State Water Rescurces Control Board
Dntnion of Drovoryg Waler

Noverrber 7, 2010

John M. Robertson, Executive Officer
Regonal Water Quaity Control Board
Coctral Cosst Regon

mmm Sute 101

Sen Lus Obiapo, CA §0401-7908

Dear Me. Robenson

Final Enginsering Report for the Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project
(ITH0002-T08)

This letter Yanemits e State Wister Rescurces Contral Board, Division of Drirking Wader (DOW)
scceptance of Me Final Engneeng Report (Final Roport) for the Pure Water Momerey
Geoundwster Rapieristmet Project (Project) deted 21 Ocloter 2016, Monterey Regional Water
Poliuton Control Agency (MIRWPCA) held 2 pubiic hearng on August 22 2018 Filteen stlendoes
provided oral comments and 10 submilied comment cands during he hearng. AN addsonal 8
comment etiers were received by he close of pubic commaent pedod MRWPCA prowded »
summary of Comment resPONSes, & Copy of COmMents received, and & rnevision 1o the Draft Frgl
Engneenng Report based on the pubic comments recelved.

DOV recommends the Contral Cosst Regional Water Quaiity Cortral Board (RWQCH) nchude the
folowing conditions in the permit as DOW Regurements.

1. The Pute Water Mostarey Grouncwater Reglenanment Propect (Progect) shall comply wis
Articie § 2 ~ Indirect Polable Reuse. Grounoweter Reglenshmant ~ Subserface Applcaton,
Sectom S0X20 200 through 80320 228 of the Tile 22 Calfornia Code of Reguiation

2. The Progect’s advenced water Srestmect aciity (AWTF) shal conduct startup and
COMMANONNG 1esling Tal moets the reguirement in §50320 201. Advanced Treatment
Criera A test protocol must be submiied for approval pror 10 commencement of testing

3. The Project AWTF shall be operatnd 10 meet $he reguirements in 60020 122 Operation
Optimization and Man
- n-mm Operstion Optimzation Man, pror 10 operstion, MRWIPCA shal sutmit an
Operaton Optimzation Plan for review and approval Al 3 minkmam, the Operation
Optimization Plan shal ety and descrite P COMMONE. Manienance, anahytcal methods.
monitonng (9rad and cniine) necessary for the Project 10 meet the requirements and the
reporing of moniioning resuts

Trass Wakia bt | T aimad Vet M e

T Lt B B R e Bage A R S aee—— . -
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ITRINK BEFORE YOU AGEEL TO DRINN

The followng Is rom “The Sowce” ~a magaane by Melbourne Water March 2006 lssue 37.

in Singapore, Johv Poon oversaw @ J yaar studly of Suman Healtlh rnisks and chemcal and microbiaf risks.

He sald no single technology is foclproof, and potable reuse is not a siiver bullet. it should
be considered alongside other water conservation measures and alternative measures.

“When we begin to think about using recycled water for drinking, questions are ralsed
about the longer-term heoalth impacts from unknown contaminants at such extremely low
concentrations that we are unaware of them" '

He saxd Singapore had gone 10 great lengths 10 ¥y 10 address these probloms.

“New compounds are being invented and discovered every day and understanding the
health implications of thousands of chemicals and emerging pathogens is an enormous and
ongoing scientific challenge”

A U.S. cancer expert, Professor Steven B. Oppenheimer Ph.D., has warned that drinking recycled water
was like playing Russian roulette as there was no way to test if it was safe.

Professor Steven B. Oppenhelmer, Directcr of the Cantre for Cancer and Developmentad Bickogy at Callomia Stne Nor ridge
Unversity at Los Angeles said,

“it may be fine for years until an unknown agent makes N through the process and kills
people. Anytime one deals with medical and industrial wastes in such large quantities, It is
likely that such a scenario will eventually materialize.”



FHINKE BREFORE YOU ACGREE TOD PRINX

Professcr Opponhemes N & long et of awards 1o M Cancer resamch, haxd numerous Depers pubished 0n Canor and was natrumentsl
" stopping a project for the city of Los Angeles %0 %00 up an aquifer with recycied wastewater.

Professor Oppenhelmer sac

“The fact that some communities in the U.S and elsewhere have been drinking reclaimed
water does not make N safe. It often takes decades to detect the damage done by such

projects that tinker with public health and welfare.”

He saidd it bt talan decacdes %0 prove that smoking caused lung Concer and smoking Wil Now regirced &3 the numbir one cause of
cancec Me saki this situation with recyciod waler was much worse in that many peopie did not have a cholce.

Professor Oppenhesner sakd while theve was probably no solid documented evidence 1o prove tThat Ingesiing recycied water harmed health,
one of the moat respectod research Oroups iIn Te world, the ULS. National Research Coundcil, which is a branch of the Nationgd Acadenry of

Scence, hod warmed against £ in s study. Prolessor Oppenhasmer sakd this was the most definitive report of this subject ever done.
He sk,

“The study found that it was highly likely that some compounds would get through, highly
likely that those compounds would be toxic and highly likely that nobody would know about
it because there were no tests available.”

The Naticoal Research Coundcil also warned That just DaCciuse Nndieect otabie witer feuse had Deen around for decados and studies hao
Doon GO,

“Negative results from such studies do not prove the safety of the water in question,”



TRINK BEFORE YOU AGREE TOD DRINX

As there are cumently no guidelines for drinking recycled water. federnl guidelines are curmently being fast racked. Professor Oppenhosmer
s,

“The world's sclientific community does not and will not know all the toxic agents and
carcinogens that may be able to make it through the indirect reclaimed water process to
drinking water. Also, there Is simply no technology to detect them.”

g

In 1996, » Rand Corporation study found that there was an almoest 100% (average of 73%) Increase In
rates of liver cancer in areas using reclaimed water. The authors, however, down play the finding by
stating there Is no evidence to assoclate liver cancer with reclaimed water; therefore the liver cancer is
most likely explained by other factors. In my opinion, and in the opinion of others who read this statement,
It is flawed reasoning.

D Sween Oppernhwimer Augmenting Donking Water with  Foclmed Waler, hp//www.beachwoodvoice com/Witertssue/
Sugmentinganniing am

Because regulations for safe drinking water were not developed with reclaimed water in mind, they may
not be the best standard for testing its quality, the committee sald. Reclaimed water may contain sources
of contamination that cannot be determined through current testing or treatment processes.

After reviewing the few studies that have oxamined the health implications of drinking reclaimed water, the
committee sald that different approaches are needed to test the safety of reclaimed water. Conventional
toxicology tests developed by the food and drug industries are not appropriate for evaluating the risks
from complex chemical mixtures that can be found in reclaimed water. ARernative studies, such as tests
using fish in source water, should be undertaken to provide a broader range of data about possible harmful

"



From: MoGlothin, Russell

Sent: Monday, Sy 30 2018 244 PM

Tt “Jobn Moore’

Ce Bob Jaguen. Lawrs Dadiw’. Acos, Jerw 5. Malone, Camin K.

Subject: RE: John M. Moore's recond and Summation 10 the Seaside Baun Watermaster
Attachments Moore Comespondence pof

Mr. Moore:

| am not certain that | have gathered all nformation that you would Noe tubesitted as the emails | have from you do not
precisely correlate with the dates of correspondence stated n your emall below. | have attached what | beleve are the
correspondence 50 which you are referring. Please (1) review the attachment, and (2) efther confiem that thes
tachment is sufficient o provide me with & scan of all correspondence that you would like sebmitied (I you provide
a updated package for submission, please provide it a5 2 single emall attachment with all correspondence in the order
You would Mhe submitted) Best regards

Russet M. McGlothin
Brownsten Hyatt Farber Schveck, LLP
1020 State Street

Sama Barbara, CA 93101

BO5 837 1418 tel

BOS AS3 2955 cd

RMcGlothin@bhis com
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreeck: colebrating SO yrars of leadership s the intenection of Busness, law and politics.

o Degiral Meriage

From: John Mooce [maito jmoore052 @gmad com)

Sert: Monday, July 30, 2018 11:46 AM

Tor MeGlothiin, Russe®; 8ob Jaques; DDWrecydiedwaterPwaterboards ca gov, Randy Sarmeed Bwaterbosrds ca gov; fim
Johrson

Subyect: John M. Moore's record and Summation 10 the Seavde Basia Watermaster

To Mr. Mcglothliec

Concermning my Surry of pror e-mall, some redundan, those that
whould be fled in the court cine are the following: 1. My comment
letier %0 commentietters@waterboards ca gov dated June 4 2018 and the
Addendum dated June 20, 201K 2. My e-mail 1o Bob Jagees to refer 1o
you, dated July 4, 2018; 4 Mrs Wrights e mal 10 you and 1o me dated
July 21, 2018 and & My emal 10 you Incorporating her e-mail dated
July 21, 2018,

My final dscussion and new evidence:

A, The Watermaster has the power 80 reject the injection of the MM
water im0 the Basin, If & reasonably finds that it is a threat 10

the quaity of water in the Basin. Caltfornia American Water v, Oty
of Seanide 1K) Cal App 471 (2030) and suthority set fort in that case.



Per that case the Court 83 a5 an equity COWT and may impose
reasorable conditions for PWM ljection request. The Permit for the
project & conditioned upon cbtainiag the consent of al alfected
Ageacies. Ao see Mr. Jaques letter M 10 the PWM EIR eaplaining that
the Watermaster will set the conditions before permitting the PWM
water im0 the basin

B The logal definition of Recycled Water for potable purposes b
limaed 10 Municpal Wastewater.

1. The state legnlature has never authorbed the recycling of
agricuiture (AG)wastewater for IPR or DPR uses. The Ca. State Water
Resources Board(SWB) has never investigated, nor, adopted regulations
permitting IPR or DPR use of recycied AG wastewater, only municipal
watrwater,

2. All of the expert studies referenced on the SWB web site
define recycied potable water as "municipal wastewater . * See attached
scans 179, 130 and 132, On Scan 130, | have underfined » guote from
the SWB 2016 433 page comprehendive “Expernt Panel Feasibiity Repon™
the most compredhensive report avallable about recycing for potable
perpones, and the baws for proposed legnlation and regulstions re
IPR and OPR in Ca. Talking about water sources, & said: "One such
strategy is planned potable reuse | in which Nghly treated municipal
wastewater (e, recycled water) is used 10 augment public water
supplios.” s scan 132 | have underlined a definiticn by 2
scientific group of experts about the safety problems of recycing for
potable use. It sald: “The current report addresies pubiic health
protecuon, which requires that microbiological pathogers and some
chemicals in municipal wastewater(the “sowrce” of recycied water) be
attenuated before public revae and dacharge in20 the eovironment.

3. There are no Studied 2t the SWE site about recycing AG
wastewater for potable wses

4. A3 wet forth previoudly, PWM has admitied in writing that
there are N wdsting IPR or DPR projects in Ca. that attempt to
recycie AG waste for potable uses. There has never been an EIR on that
Issue. s & safe? Nobody Krows. PWM will argue that it has test welly
80 assure water safety, but that is the rube per the experts there ave
not relable tests for chemical and pathogens to determine if
contammation exits Just pesterday, 8 City in Michigan anncunced
that the theee wells that supply the ared with drinking water were
contaminated. The wells were infected with plastics 20 times higher
than national standardy. At least there wans 2 test for Dhat
comtamingst, for most of them there are sone. That is wiry DPR are
legal in Ca. The Fint contamination caused massive lead poisoning
and & vickows outbresk of Lagionare's diaease, killing and disabling
thousands of water users.

6. There are no ER " re recycing tosic AG waste for potable
prposes. That shows that there are no LIRS focused on the chamical
and Biclogical reaction from mixing the two. State law allows mixing
GMerent sources of municipal waste, but not with industriad and AG
wate. Show the cowrt

C. As set forth in the minutes of the Technical Advisory



Commitee(TACHor the Watermaster, the Seaside baun and the poluted
Salinas Badin are without a physical Bacrier at cortals junctures. If

n 2 Hood year, or for other reasons, the Salinas basin could

contaminate the seaside basin. There is no contingency plan. Suppose

& is undetected for months?

0. In the DR for PWM the engineer re pipes, oguipment elc. was

candid, an carthgueke in the San Androas faukt{ e 19897) could breat

wp the system. But in the Todd Groundwiter report in the EIR about the
basin, the affect of an carthguake in the San Andreas fault area of

the basio was not dicussed. The Saun sty wnder 1, Ord , a

Superfund site that contain hundreds of chemicals that are poisonous.

An carthguake could cause the basin 10 become contaminated. Then what?
There are no contingency plans for that event. This issue clearly

reguires sclentific study and an [IR,

D Ervironmental Buffer.

1LPWM was granted 2 Permit for an IPR on the premise that the
Seavde Batin wirt a0 adequate environmental buffer 1o asure the
salety of the water for potable use. Put another way, the SWB is
willng 10 risk the Sasin 30 that contamination will show up In test
wells if the Batin is contaminated by PWM water. If and when that
oCcurs, it will mean that the other water in the basin, the Carmed
river water has been contaminated.

1. Because of the SWB cease and dewist oeder, there I no other
sufficient source of water for potable wse. S0 not only i the
experimental PWM project 3 theeat becawse of 1, above, but in
addition, it theeatens ow entire water source except for the Carmel
Fiver water That now goes directly 10  few of its wells.

3. There is no contingency plan for this risk. Wil it take
months or several years to cleanse the basin. And with what? Who pays?

4. Scan 134 1 from the SWE wed site. & quotes and relies on the
Expert Panel’s evaluation of a "barrier™ to qualfy for IPR's. It
requires mech more than just two months in the basin. “There must be
measwrable and signficant pubiic hoalth benefits from an
environmental buffer for 2 potable reuse project 1o qualify as PR ”

The only cla'm By PWM i that time In the basin will allow tests,

which e the new Michigan cane will shut down the basin. How it that
2 Sgnificant health bemefit, particularly when the treated water is

from an usproven mix of municipal wastewater and towc AG waste(see
Wiright letter).

£ The PWM has no significant health benefit, because unfihe the
Orange County Water DistrictiOCWD| project there Is no percolation
datance 1o deanse the waler,
1. But for the OCWD project, the PWM project could not have even
been suggested. Both the OCWD project and the PWM project use advanced
treatment of the source water and in the OCWD case that water is
Injectiod into three basing. The PWM mix 5 10 be injected im0 the
Seaside bayn. The OOWD water then percolates for FIVE Years thre
soils and sand and is then diverted 1o handreds of wells owsed by
about thirty diMerent potable water suppliers. The seaside mx rmust



S22y in the basin for at least Two months. There is no claim of any
cleansing percolation. It is substantialy » DPR.

2.1 is not authoriped. But in addBion the PWM water i3 an
Hlegal mix of municipal and AG wastewater. And let us not forget that
n May of this year, the agency run by Mr, Sciuto, which will operate
the PWM groject leaked about five milion galions of raw sewage into
Our Bay.

Summuary: The PWM project cearly exempifies the danger inherent when
2 public agency & in charpe of the EIR and permit process for its own
project. There wat 1O 0ppOsition 10 the project, becawse the PR never
sliowed the unigue risks snociated with the project to become public.
The news agencies are reflant on government notice and advertising
money. The two PWM agencies have paid for experaive ads in the local
newspapers and they have kept mum abost the revolutionary nature of
the PWM project. Quid pro quo. As the Australan comprehensive study
wgued, aways make water from desafinzation bedore resorting 1o a
high risk recycle progect, Since 2000, a local desalinization project

has been attempted, But because of political fights before the OPUC,

it has become a “perfect storm” of incompetency. | realoe that except
for Jedge Nichols, the members of the Watermaster are tind to the PWM
poltically. The EIR for WM i Sevoid of any analiysls by the efite
experts who are competent 10 advise the Basin about the rishs inherent
In Injecting the PWM mix into the Basin, | urge the court to hire an
expert Beholden 10 him and the bain and not somecoe tied to the
business interests of the PWM project.

| apologize for typos, #£2. | am & very poor secretary and do not have
a proofreader, 50 | miss st | don't have the new fancy legal
software, etc., but | Try hard,

John M. Moore, retited but licensed lrwyer (ID Standord School of Law 1963)



Froex sohn Mocare < ymocrelS2@gmail com >

Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 1146 AM

Tex MoGlothiin, Busied. Bob Jagues, DOWrecycledwater@waterboards ca gov.
Randy Barnard@waterboands ca gov. im Johraon

Subject: John M. Moore's recond and Summation 50 the Seaside Basin Watermaster

Attachments: Scan 0129 pdt. Scan 0130 pat, Scan 0132 p¥, Scan 0134 paf

My final dacussion and new evidence:

A The Watersaster has the power 10 reject the injection of the PWM
water into the Basin, If 1 reasonably fings that it s a threat 10

the quadty of water in the Basin. Calfornia American Water v. Oty
of Sesmide 183 Cal App 471 (2010) and authority set fort in that case,
Per that case the Court sits as an eguity cowt and may impose
reasonable condtions for PWM ijection request. The Permit for the
propect i conditioned upon obtaining the consent of afl affected
Ageacier. Ao wee Mr. Jagoes letter M 1o The PWM EIR explaining that
the Watermaster will set the conditions bedore permitting the PWM
water into the Sasn.

B The legal definition of Recycied Water for potable purposes is
limited t0 Municipal Wastewater,

1. The state legnlature has never authorized the recyching of
agriculture (AG)wastewater for PR or DPR uses. The Ca. State Water
Resources Board(SWEB) has never investigated, nov, adopted regulations
permitting PR or DPR use of recycied AG wastewater, only musicipel
wastewater

2. Al of the expert studies referenced on the SWB web site
defne recycied potable water as “municipal wastewater * See attached
scars 129, 130 and 132. On Scan 130, | have underined » quote from
the SWE 2016 433 page comprsherniive "Expert Pasel Feasitility Repon™
the most comprehensive report available about recyding for potable
purposes, and the basls for proposed legisiation and reguiations re
IPR and DPR in Ca. Talking about witer sources, it sakd: "One such
strategy & plasned potable reuse | in which highly treated municipal
wastewater (Le, recycied water) is used 10 augment public water
wppiies.® In scan 132 | have underiined a definition by »
scientific group of experts about the safety problems of recycling for
potable use. 1 said: “The current report addresses public health
protection, which requires that microbiological pathogens and some



chemicals in menicipal wastewater{the “source” of recycled water) be
sttencated before public revae and Sucharge nto the enviroament.

3. There are no studies at the SWB site about recycing AG
wastewater for potable uses.

& As set forth previoutly, PWM has admitted in writing that
there are no existing IPR or DPR projects in Ca. that attesmgt to
recycie AG waste for potable wses. There has never been an £IR on that
Issee. 13 it safe? Nobody Knows PWM will argue that it has test welly
0O aisure wirter safety, But that is the rubc per the experts there are
not refadle tests for chemical and pathogens 10 determine If
contamination ewsts. st yesterday, 3 oty in Michigan annocunced
that the three wells that sepply the ares with drinking waler were
contaminated. The wells were infected with plastics 20 times Ngher
than national standards. AL least there was a test for that
contaminant, for most of them there are none, That & why DPR are
illogal s Ca. The Flnt contamnation cauled massive kead poisoning
and a vicous outbreak of Legionare's disease, Wiling and disabling
thousands of water users.

6. There are 0o (IR ™3 re recyciing toude AG waste for potable
purposes. That shows that there are no ER'S focused on the chemical
and biological reaction from mixing the two. State law aliows mixing
Afferent sources of municipal winste, But not with iadustrial and AG
waste. Show the coun.

€ As set Sorth in the minutes of the Technical Advivory
Commntee{TACYar the Watermaster, the Seaside basin and the poliuted
Salinas basin are without » physical barmier at certain junctures. o

0 2 Dood year, Or for other reasons, the Salinas bavn cogld

costamnate the seaside basin. There & a0 contingency plan. Suppose

1 Is undetected for months?

D. i the EIR for PWM the ergineer re pipes, equipment 10 was

candid, an carthquake in the San Andreas favit(like 15897) could break

up the system. But in the Todd Groundwater report in the DR abost the
basin, the affect of an sarthquake in the San Andreas fault area of

the basin was not dscussed. The basin sits under Ft. Ord _ a

Superfund site that contains hundreds of chemicals that are polonow.

An carthgualie CouUld Cause the Basin 1o become contaminated. Then whan?
There are no contingency plans for that event. This ssue Cearly

requires schentific study and an (IR,

D Environmental Sulfer.

1LPWM was grasted a Permit for an IPR on the premise that the
Seaside Baun wirt an adequite envitornmental Buffer to assure the
safety of the water for potable use. Put another way, the SWB is
willing 1o rigk the Baiin 10 that contamination will show up In test
wells if the basin is contaminated by PWM water, f and when that
ooowrs, it will mean that the other water in the basin, the Carmed
river water has been contaminated,

1 Because of the SWB cease and desist order, there is no other
sutficient source of water for potable use. S0 not only & the
experimentsl PWM project & theeat because of 1, above, But In

1



SOSUON, It threatens our eatire witer source excegt for the Carmel
river water that now goes directly 10 a few of its wells,
). There is no contingency plan for this risk. Wil & take
months or several years 10 cleanie the basin. And with what? Who pan?
4. Scan 134 is from the SWB web site. It quotes and reles on the
Expert Panel’s evahwation of 3 “Sarrier” 10 quality for PR's. 1t
reguines mch moce than at two moathy in the basin. “There must be
measurable and ugnificant pubiic health benefins from an
environmental buffer for a potadie reuse project to gualify as IPR.*
The only claim by PWM Is that time in the basin will allow tests,
which like the new Michigan case will shut down the busin. How i that
2 significant health Benefit, particularly when the treated water is
from an ungroven mix of Municipal wastewater and toxic AG waste(see

Wright letter).

E. The PWM has no significant health benefit, decause unlive the
Orange County Water District{OCWD) projgect there &5 no percolation
distance 1o cleanae the water.

1. But for the OCWD project, the PWM project could not have even
been suggested. Both the OCWD project and the PWM project use advanced
treatment of the source water and in the OCWD case that water is
injected imo Bheee Basing. The FWM mix i 10 be ingected nto the
Seaside basin. The OCWD water then percolates for FIVE Years thry
sofs and sand and s then diveried to hundreds of wells owned by
sbout thirty different potabie water supplens. The seaside mnix munt
stay in the basin for a1 least two months. There i no daim of any
cleansing percolation. It is substantially a DPR.

2.1t s not authoriped, But in addition the PWM water is an
Begal mix of musicipal snd AG wiatewater. And let us not forget tha
In May of this year, the agency run by Mr. Schuto, which will operate
the PWM project leaked atout five million galions of raw sewage into
our Bay.

Summary: The PWM project dearly exempifies the danger mherent when
# public agency Is in charge of the EIR and permit process for ity own
project. There was no Spposition to the project, because the PR never
alowed the unigue risks associated with the project to become public.
The rerws agencies are relant on government notice and advertaing
money. The two PWM agencies have paid for expesdive ads in the local
newspagers and they have hept sum about the revolutionary nature of
the PWM project. quid pro quo. As the Australlan comprehensive study
argued, always make water from desalinization before rescrting to »
hgh risk recycle project. Since 2009, 2 local desalinization project

has been attempted, but because of poltical fights before the CPUC,

# has become » “perfect storm™ of iIncompetency. | realize that except
for Judge Nichols, the members of the Watermaster ace tind to the PWM
politically. The EIR for PWM is devoid of any analysis by the elite
experts who are competent to advise the Basin abosut the rigks inherent
" injecting the PWAM mix into the basin, | urpe the court 10 hire an
expert beholden to him and the basin and not someone tied to the
business interests of the PWM project.



| apologize 1or Typos, e0C. | am a very poce secretary and do not have
a proofreader, 0 | miss st | don't have the new fancy legal
software, et bt | Ty hard,

John M. Moore, retired but licensed lawyer LD Standord School of Law 1963)
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

o S Nadory of sater tewne i Callornia.
o Defference Betwees plarred and unglenred potable reese.

* Diferensir Detwies mdionct oolabie souse and deact potable rease Induding the
ervieorrserisl Sufler |

o Crce o haulth considecstions for direct potabie roune.
o Purpone and organcation of 15 report

Aotatie waler sepphes v Serived bom & vty of Jourcis, Indeding 1ol and mported wrlce water,
ToenCwaner, Aetainaned brackich water and wasater, and recycind water. Ay 3 rese of popsaton
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(51 Owerview of Water Roune in Caltornds
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Pg. 13

Risk Management Approach

Indidudl treaiment processes. Both natural and engineered, are validated
for @ specific LRV n a manner thal assures they will be achieving the
tredited LRV reliably. A treatment train LRY is the sum of the indivicual
process LRYVS for e ran,

51.2 Potable Reuse Form nffuences Pathogen Control Regwation
Structure

Diflerances among M vanous fonmns of DOLatie euse Mquers cnlang

cusiomized 1o the Bveats and hoalh protective festures of each.

IPR 8 the planned sugmeniston of 8 surface of grounawaler supply wih
treated municipa’ wastewater. Recycled water Yeatment is recured to
IS0UCH CONAMEANS 10 tThe acceptable lovels for a simiar conventonal
source. A signiicant fraction of Bw pathogen LRY sy occur through
natural Featment b the environmantal buffer. Critcal crcumstances of the
recyclod walde patsage Trough e environmet are spocified in reguiation
10 assure that sgnifcant contaminant atienuation is provided and/or that
there s time 10 identity and react 10 a pre-discharpe restment faliure. A
grouncwater repsnishmaent IPR project must meet 2014 5 groundwane
repionshment reguiadons to ensure rolecson of Dublic haslh, as wall a8
any acatonal pormit reguirements and appiicable Waste Diacharge
Requirements necessary 10 protect the groundwater basin. A surface water
sugmeriaton project must meet the recently adopted surface water
AUDMENtaton reguiations %0 ensure protection of pubic health, as wel as
any seditonal permil requireents and applicatde Waste Discharge
Requirements necessary 10 profect the lake (1o resarvor)

DPR & the use of recychad witer &% & SOUros of drinking witer wharm the
rfluence of an environmental bufer s small. missmal. or sbsent.
Enginearsd trestmant, and the sccompanying monionng and controls.
must be suficient 1o consistently make safe drinking water out of muncpael
wasiowater. DPR projects might be reguiated with both Waste Discharge
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Exzcutive SUMMARY

Witk i bege popelation sod reglooally arid climase, the Stase of Californsa has a loag
hosdary of waler reclammaiion end rone. Now facad with an ever-increasing population as well
s dunsheng sew sources, waler reclamenon, recycing, and rowe aoe mtogral compoecnes
of water rewoarce plansung snd manegoment. As evidonoad by sdopoen of the Pobcy for
Water Qualety Control for Rocyclod Water (Recychod Water Policy) i 2000, recyclod water
5 and will contimue 10 be a0 important waler resource acrom e Siale. Maintsitang & waler
qaabity that n procecave of both hesmuan bealth and the ervronment s parninoent 1o The
wecoem of e Polcy. addresses poblc hoalth protocnom, which rogures
That microbsological e chorncalh i m(h'm’d

wummﬂm el The
Mumuuwmmm“u

tmore modern water quality chancionzanon 1ools - both asalytical and bicanalysical ~ the
may oot yet be fully staadandired or validsted will be nooded. Thas, wader recycling proctices
reguire spprogeiste eatment Darriers and moniloring rirafegies 0 mimmie eyomre o 8
wide ramge of CECy thar may v harmgel 1o buman healh.

Expanding the Charge 10 the Sclence Advisory Panel

In Bheir Policy, the Califorma Sute Water Resouwsces Cootrol Board (State Wer Boand)

sought 10 iIncorporane the most cement scwentilic knowledge on CHCs In response, 2 Scionce
Advisery Pascl was formod i 2000 50 addrons & series of guestions

o What are fhe sppropraic comiitecnts 1 be moeitored in recyciod water and what arce
O applicadie monmonieg methods and detocton limis?

What human echevant wnioclogicsl information o svailable for Dese comiitoonts?
Would $he coratitacat kit chunge basod on the level of trestment” [f w0, how?

What are e possble indicatons (1.¢, warmogates) that reprosent & suite of CEO
What levels of CRC should srigger evhancod momitonng & recyciad water,
prowndwater, o serface water™

The 2010 Pasel peodoced several prodicts 1o pusde the State Wates Board's spgeosch
managng CECs 1o recychod water. First, the Panel developad » vk -dased Samewaork for
pocering sad sclocting CECs for recyciod water monitoning progeans { Andemon of ol
20 The frammework was then wod 1o &cvelop & st of momiioring parsmctens, inchading
four Deald-redevant and four performence based (“adicatoe™) CECs 0 domonstnee o
consasthont capacity Sor reducnon of CECs by necychod waner trostment processes. Thm mital
list of eaghe CECx, repoosentg mltiple source clases (0.8, phammacesticals, personal cane
products, food sddanves, s hormones), were identifiod for groundwater rocharge (GWR)
posabie resne applications. 18 COOMrast, semogaie parmenctens (i e . nurdidty, chiorme residual,
and \otal coliform hacseria) were dcemed sufficient for monitonng of noo-potable recycled
ey gualey usedd Sor landscape inrigation. In sddition, he Pancl hghlyghiod the ooed for
now momstorng methods. inclading Moanalyice! 10ols, snd developed pudance for
AcTprCang a0l ropooding th MOSNerng resds

Ax alio specificd in the Policy, penodic spdates to CFC montoniag rocommendations are
meoded 10 koep the data collocted relevass and W incorpotate sew scientific mformenon. The

i
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Environmental Buffer

4. Environmental Buffer

The axistence of an amvironmental bulfer, Passage of recychked waser
through an aguifer o esarvolr, is e key dfleronce between indirect
potabie reuse (IPR) and direct potable reuse (DPR). Abough there can be
NUMEoUS Enguantifialie Deneflits of an snvironeeotal Duller, theve sl De
measurabie and sgnifcant public hoath benefits from an environmental
bufier for @ potabie reuse Croject 1o gualdy as IPR.

When the environmental bufier s insndeguate or not present, the loss of the
emdronmaental buffer mest be addressed n onder 10 Mantain an equivalent
lovel of public hoath protection. The SB-918 Expent Panel suggests st the
benefits of e envionmental buffer can be substitted with enhanced
relabity provided by mechanical syiens and Vasiment plant
perormance.

4.1. Groundwater Benefits

The anvironmental Dutler for & grounchwater replenashment PR progect must
prowvde a mesmum 2-month Sme of fraved underground before the waler is
suitatio for potable consumpion. This misimum Sime of traved is deemed
sufficient for A pubiic wiler systam 10 delect, recognue. and respond 10
potertal reatment Sadures andior water Guasity problesns, such that water
wsed for potable consumption s safe 10 drink at all tenes, ASSUorally,
Groundwabie replercshment IPR projects provides some removal of organc
compounds and pathogen roduction.

4.2. Reservolr Benefits

The environmental buffer for a surface water augmentation IPR project
MUSt provide aceguate Minng Capacity % adcress & shon-term falhurs of
trestment of U 10 24 hours. In addBon, e Teonetical retention ame of the
sugmented roservolt must be no less an 60 days, which estabishes @
smple cperatonal criterion a3 8 means of assuring ™e resarvor would be



Jorn Mocre < pmoote052 @ gmad com»

Randy Barnard@waterboands ca gov, Bob Jaques

Hearing before Hon Lesiie C Nchols. Judge (See attachment 112 for case rame and
court)

:‘(a_"m Scan 0101 pdt Scan 0113 pat: Scan 0114 pdt: Scan 0100 pat Scan

et

ot To: Judge Nichols, Case No. M66343

My name is John M. Mooee. 1 live ot £36 2d st Pacific Grove Ca. 93950 Tel. 831-655-4540. 1 am a licensad but
retired Ca. lawyer, but | make Gas roguest in my capacity as a citizen aad 8 rate-payer in the Cal Am Water
daanct,

1 will be a recipient of water sold 1o Cal Am by Pure Water Monterey, a unique recycling project that will ese
state of the an techmology o an attegt %0 recycle some of the most toxic sowrce waters in the state. 1 am pot s
expert in the art of recycling toxic source water into potable water, but ke many seasoned trial anorseys and
Jadges, 1 am expert about jadging the quality of experts for varied scientific endeavors. Regarding the PWM
peoject, not a single qualified expert has produced evidence, or, a qualified expert opinion, that the finished
peoduct of PWM recyclod water is safe 10 be injected into the Seaside Basin{as planned), a potable water
repository.

PWM claims that it meets the tests mandatod by its permit, but what those tests must be 10 qualify for injection
0o the Scaside Basin is admittedly an open question. Per attachment 101, at para § and 10, Mr. Jagues, the
Watermaster techmical expert sent that better to the EIR Sor the PWM progect. At para 8, he warned that two of
the sowrce water were highly contaminated, and then in para 10, warned that the water would noed 10 pass the
Watermaster tests before injection into the Basin, In the EIR and the permat, there was no objection to that
condition.

So why do | contend that the water is not safe for isgection into the Scaside Basin? The permit for the projoct
specifiod that the permat assumed that the PWM project was'ss an Indirect Potable Water Rouse(bke the Orange
Water District which treats the water then injects i into & clesssang barricr wherchy the waler mixes with river
water, travels thru soils, sands and squafies for five years and then into wells for potable purposes). Saying so,
docsn't make 1t so!

The PWM trested water is imtended 10 be directly injoctod oo the Scaside Basin, but without complyiag with
standards and teats that ressceably assure the safety of the waler for injection into the Basin, My, Jagues made
the same

point in his attached leticr, s he sald in the last Line of para ® “direct injoction into the SGWB, which serves as

& potable water supply 10 the public.

Additional factors are that the Basin contains other potable waters not a product of recycled contaminated
sources. The PWM water will be from two sources{whach is a first), sits under the odd Fort Ond arcas that are
designatod toxie arcas, and is located i carthquake zones, including the San Andreas fault.

If you go %o the State Water Resources Bd. web page, you will learn that the board is now in the process of
adopting regulations for Direct Potable Reuse. Please read the public comments and my comments in



particalar My point: There sre currently no state regulation s that permat a Direct Potable Rouse, that is why
PWM Gaguised the project as an IPR, There is one comment about the danger from injocting DPR water o
Bavins, cic.

So how &d PWM disgusse the Project as a IPR? Mt claims that afler snjection o the Basin, time m the Basin
will punfy the water ke the five year trip of Orange Water District trested waters. The obvious problem, aside
from the fact that it will not become purer{unless #t pollutes the other water), Is that the water must in fact be
potable *before” injection into the Basin and it admittedly is not.

So bow did PWM and the Department of Drinking Water pull off the phoay IPR classification? Per the
evidence, they exchaded “qualified experts™ about the safety tests needed for recycle projects. They rolied on the
testimony of engincers without traiming and experience about detecting foxins in sosrce walors, oic. Here's the
evidence.

1 refier you to attachment 113, Mt is the Fimal Report by an clite Scienco Advisory Panel about "Monitoring
Stratogies for Chemicals of Emerging Concomn{CECS) i Recyciod Water * Al the second page, the bona fides
of the cxperts are describod as “six national experts in the fickds of chemistry, iochemustry, toxicology,
epidemiology, sk ssscssmont and enginecring, with moee than 100 yoars of combined expersence investigating
CEC msvues, Theee of the pancl arc experts in Mosssay of recyclod water %0 determine the existence of toxing in
source waters and throughout the recycle project. As the report states, without testing the source waers for
enknown toxins, it is impossible 10 frame tests for the final peodoct.

Attachment 114 is the most recent Water Board Advisory Grougs summary. The summary practically confesses
that bioassays should be utilized with standard testing and then concludes in a harangue that it would be such a
bother(delay and cost). | could not identify a single member of the Advisory Group or the Expert panel with the
experience similar to the gualifications of the earlier Science Advisory Panel.

Attachment 100 is a "Comment” by three of the six members of the clite 2010 Science Advisory Panel, taking
sciontific exception %0 the non-qualified Advisory Report of 2016, The three members totally impeach the repont
of the son-¢xpert Advisory Grosp(which does sot include a single expert with hands on CEC expertise). The
Scaence Advisory Group advises 2 toxin discovery testing plan that complements other testing, Fatlure 1o hoed
that advice, imperils the health of the Basin.

The court should kaow just how radical the PWM project 5. Attachment 109 is correspondence from M.
McCullough of PWM whercin he admits that the PWM peoject is the “first® ever 10 attempt to recycle
agriculture wastewater for potable use. Then it is also the *first® 1o ever mix such toxic water with baman
scwage in a Biblical like attempt 0 create potable water. The 2018 proposed DPR regulations fail 10 oven
consider such a recycle use, let alone the dynamics of mixing the two sources. So the FWM project is
experimontal, beyond the scope even of the proposed DPR regs.

My purpose in contacting the cosrt is nol just 10 spprise it of the problem of "unknown unknowns® in the e
mix, bt 10 propose action on the Courts part:
1. The court should be aware that all of the parties 10 this lisgation are pro-FWM and will oppose any
interference by the cournt to peotect the Basin,
2. My problem in this presentation is that | am not in 2 position 10 engage a “qualified expert® sbout public
health 1ests for recycled water of this usigue sovko mix. If able, | would have engaged one of the three that wrote
artachment 100;
3 So, | implore the court to engage a special master or mastors to specifically advise the court about the public
health safety, or not, of imjecting PWM water into the Basin. It should engage a gualified expert with the
qualifications of the Science Advisory Group and also an expert nosmanatod by PWM, and then decide what
additicaal siepa(tests, procadures Jare necessary 10 protect the Baun.

]



| msseeme the Watermaster lawyers will forward this message to you. [ ask for their confirmation; Otherwise, |
will send it to the court by mail, | tried % explam it %0 a clork, but gave up.

I note the courts interest in public participation in the Watermaster™s dutses. | bad previously flled a CPRA
roguest of the Watermaster, bat it was ignored w'o comment. | then filed a CPRA with PWM re the tests to be

before water was injoctod into the basin, and 2t repliod that the tests were in a design phase. But, the
Permit implies that the tests will be like tosts for a IPR and not tosts appropriate for the soxse mix in play for the
FWM progect.

You should expect excited nogative reviews from the parties %o this case shout this report. Please stick 1o the
facts. | have previously sent e-mails to the Watermastor lawyers and you should review those.

In conchasion, 1 apologize for typos, formatting, ctc. 130 not have staff and | do not have the physical
capebslity 10 attend mectings or hearings. This is the conclusion of a couple hundrod hours of rescarch.

I trady belicve that citizens are entitlod 10 know that sty” drinking water is safe. The public is practically unaware
of the natere of the project and that is why there bas not beon a grass roots movement against it. The pross has
been assiduous in not revealing the health risks of the peoject 1o the pablse, If PWM and Cal Am believe the
PWM water will be safe, then it should deliver it directly to the Cal Am wells and not involve the Basan as 2
Scapegoat, John M. Moore
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Seaside Basin Watermaster
2600 Garden Road
Suite 228
Monterey, CA 93940
Jaly 1. 2012
M B Holden

Momoney Regional Woser Polbution L usmesd Apesc)
3 Hhams Coun. Duilliag D
Mooorcs. CA 430

Subject: Notice of Proparatien of Fairunemestad lmpact Repert for the Monmicre
Penimals Groundwster Replenishment Project, Man W, 2013

Dvar Mr. Hokden
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replesinbuscns of O SGWHL Thy SGWHL as desenbed in the NOP will simpdy scnve i on
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Executive Semmary

Calitornia presently recyCies appronmately 650,000 acre-fewt of wirter per year, but has
Sertfed the potentisl to reuse an addtional 1.5 milion acre-feet in the Suture. To encourage
expanded reuse I 3 wate that i experiencing water shortages, the Calllorna S2ate Water
Resources Comrol Board (SWRCE) adopted a Recycled Water Policy in February 2009 imended
1o provide permitting clanty for recycind water projects. One challenge n developing that
policy wirt how 10 address new classes of hemicals, such a3 pharmaceuticals, Current use
pesticdes, and nduntrial chemicals, collectively referred 1o as chemicals of emerging concern
|CECs). Many CECs are potentially present in recycied mater, Dot the detaction of many of thewe
chemicals is 50 recent that robust methods for they guantification and sodcological data for
meerpreting potential human o ecosystem health effiects are wnavallable.

Recogrizng that conmideration of CIC effects on human health and sguatic e is a rapidly
cvivieg fefd, and than reguiaiony reguirements need 1o e baded on best avalable science, the
SWECE inciuded & provison In the Recycied Water Policy 10 establish & Science Advihory Pasel
The Panel’s primacy Charge is 10 provide guidance for Seveloping montoring programs that
asess potential CEC threats from various water recycling practices, incluging indirect potable
reute via surfoce spreading. inditect potable rowe via wbsorface iInjection o & drmbing water
aquier; and urban lendscape Frigaton.

=" The Parsl was foemed in Mary 2009 and inchudes six national experts in the fieids of

than 100 years of combined experience investigating CEC issues. The Panel heid four inperson
meetings and numerows conference calls over the bt year. The meetings induded the
OP2OMenity Tor stakeholder input in danfying their charge, exchange of nformation, dalog
with the Paned ang comsideration of publc comments on the draft repart. Thin report peovides
the resuits from the Panel’s deliderations. ncluding four products ntended to asust the State
In refiring &3 recycied water polcy.

f Product ¥1: A concoptesl framework for determining wiich CECs 10 monino:

Given that thousands of chemicals are potentially present in recycied water and that
irdormation about thowe chemicals is ragadly svolving, the Pase! recommends that the State
rely o0 a trarsparent, science based framework 10 gude pricriuation of which CECy whould be
inchuded in recytied warler monRorieg programs both sow and in the future as addnonal dana
become avalable. Figure £S1 descrides the Panel’s recommended framework, which inclades
four steps:

1. Compie enviroemental concentrations (e.g., mewwured emdronmentsl
concentration of MEC) of CECs in the source water for reuse propects.

2. Dewelop 8 monnoe triggening Wvel (MTL) lor each of these compounds (or groups
thereo!) based on towcological relevance;

3. Compare the enviconmmental concentration e.g, MEC) to the MTL. CICs with &
MEC/MTL ratio greater than "1" thould be prioriticed for monitorning. Compounds
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with & ratio lews thee “1° would only be considered # they represent viable
reatment proceis petformance Indheators; ond,

4. Screen the priority Int to ensure that & commercially-avalisble robust anaivtical
method is availabie for that compound.

This part of the framework is focused on CECs for which there are concentration data from
recycied source water and tosscologicel nformation. The framework alio includes » provinien
for priocitinng chemicals for which such informacion is presently unavailable and which are
referred 10 in the framewcrk a3 “unksown unkagwms®, For theswe chemicals, the framework
focuses on the predction of environmental Concentrations and the use of hoanahyticad and
chemical screening methods to entfy chemicals for which there is the greatest urgency n
developing MEC and MTL data for
further assessment, The Pane!
usderstands that & chemical-by-
chemical 20010ach for priontizacon
of CECs i Sfficu becawse of Ambted
resources and the growing sumber
of CECs being identified. The Paned
recogrees that bicasahtcsl
methods wil likely de the Dest way
to accomplish this task. Although the
USEPA harve developed Ngh-
throughpat bicaralytical screens for
chemical teting, § prortaation
framework 1or the evaluation of
water yung bosnalytical methods
Nt reailabie a1 ths 2O in time.
However, the Panel encourages this
100 10 be 2 foous of research and
developrent and future review
mectngs by an indeperdent advisory
panel (suggested for 2013) a3 more

In addition 10 defning an approach 10 select CICs to monior Based on ther potential to
Pose » health ik, the Paned also defined an spprosch 10 identify indicator compounds for
assessng treatment performance. Most rewse projects employ mutiple treatment proCesses
with » demonatrated abiity 20 remove contamnants, But the treatment peocesies need &
montering program designed 10 protect against system performance fallures. The Panel's
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recommented ipproach for monitoring removel of CECs durng treatment is 1o use 2
combination of surrogate pararmeriers and CEC ndeaior compounds tallored 2o monitor the
removal efficiency of iIndividual unit processes. An INnGCance compound & an individual CEC than
represests certain physkochemcal and bodegradable characteristics of a family of trace
Organic constibgents. The indicator compounds are relevant 00 fate and transport of beoader
clasies of chemicals and provide 2 conservative assessment of remove! during treatment. A
SUITOgae parameter i 4 quantifisble change of & bulk parameter that can messure the
periormance of ndvidual unit processes (Often s real-time) O CPETILONS N FEMOving trace
organc compounds and/or assnng @unfection.

Product 22: Agplication of the framewerk 10 identify a list of chemicals that should be
monitored presentdy

To asshst the State in short-term program implemenation, the Panel complied avaitable
Calffarnia MEC dats and derived intial MTLs from drinking water Beachmarks 10 apply ity
recommended screening approach and identify the chemcals that should be prioritized for
present CEC montoring. i applying the framework, the Panel made » number of conservative
msumptions (e g, MECs reported to the Paned re ndeed representative for the eative state,
souiytical method used 10 quantify are acourate, e4c) 1o maximioe the number of candidate
chemicals that are tadicologically relevant.

For groundwater recharge progects, fow ndeater compounds were prioritited based o=
ther toxicological relevance: N-nrosodimetiviamine, | Thets astradiol, calfeine, and triciosan.
In addition, Towr additional CECs (NN-Diethyl-meta-toluamide (DEET). gemiidrozil, iopromide
sod sucrslon ) were identified for wurface spreading and direct injection operation &1 viable
performance indicator compounds slong with certain surrogate parameters (o g, ammona,
divsodved organic carbon, conductivity |, which difter by the type of reuse practice. The Paned
#ho recommended methed reporting lewely (ML) that were compound specific and that
ranged from 1 1o 100 ng/L for these CECs. For monitoring programs to assess CEC threats for
urben irigation reuse, none of the chemicals for which measurement methods and espacure
dats are svaladie excreded the threwhold for monitoring priority. Thi o lergely sttrbutable to
higher MTLS because of reduced wialer Igestion In & landicage Nrgation setting compared 10
drinking mater. For rrigation apghcations, the Panel recommends monitoring emphasis be
placed 0n use of surrogate parameters that Can demonstrate that the treatment processes
emgloyed ace efective in removing CFCs.

The Parel emphasaes that ol compounds listed above represent an initial it based on the
lesited dats that are presently svailable snd on & number of qualfying assumptions decussed
In e repoct, The Panel believes 1t is otcad 10 emvphasiae that f 3 messered or pregicted
concentration of a CIC at the point of monoring (POM) sxceeds its reipective MTL the inding
G0es not ndCane a pubic health rish exists. The MTLS and thesr applcaton in the Panel’s
proponed Iramework are deveioped to be conservative and used only for the purpose of
prworititing CECs for monitaring. The Panel's proposed MEC/MTL ratios should not be used o
make prediction abost rok.
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While the priority lat of CECs reprments & comervative screening of “CECs ot brpe”, the
nformation avallable for such screening & growing rapidly and the Panel urges the State to
teapply this priontization process on at least a triennlal basls. In order 10 i data gags for CECs
with Emited o N0 information on MECs in Calfiormia, the Panel suggests that the State initially
condect 3 more thorough review of CECs Siedy 10 ocour in recydied winter using MEC and
predicted emvcoamentsl concentration (PEC) data from the peer-reviewed lterature and
occwrence studhes outside Callfornia. Those CECs thae extebit MEC/MTL ratios sbowe 1 could
be placed on 2 secondary monitoring Sst that is measured less frequently 10 confirm either
presence of absence of thewe CEC in recytied water in Calfiornia. In addmion, this secondary
moritoring S5t 0ould be popelated by CECs that exhibal a relatively low MTL leds than 500 ng/L)
based on the Panel’s nitisl screening of verious toxicological data Sanes. Resuits of these
efforts, along with the monitoring data colected o part of the Panel's recommended program,
Can prowide the banls for revising the proposed Inliad monitoring lst during the next, and each,
triennid review,

Product #3: A sampling design and 2pproach for interpeeting results from CEC monRoring
programs

The Panel recommends » phased, performance-based spproach for imglementing CEC
recycied waler monsoring programs and & syl tered framework for nterpreting the rewiting
data. Use of multiple tiers alows for a Nexible, adaptable response 10 Indrease o dedreaie the
irdormation reguirements from the monkoring program based on the intlal results, providing 2
cost-effecive means lor ncremental nformation gathering The report alio Ccontians specific
periormance Baned recommendations regarding strkt samplng and enalytical messerement
Qualty sssurarce gudeines that are required at cach phase.

The fest phunie invoives screening that would be Intuted at Droject S1art-up and continue
through the early years of project operation. Recommended montoring freguerncy during thes
Aint phave would be guartady ot project Viart-up decreaiing 10 twice annually for more mature
operationad phases. I 2 specitic CEC consistently exhibits low acrwrrence, the Paned
recaommends deletng the CEC from further montorng provided that produdction deta go mot
SUZEest 3 signficant Incresse In use, ¥ CECs exceed thresholds identified in the report, the
Pane! tecommends moving 10 & woond phine of enbasced menitoring 1o confivm the presence
and frequency of such CEC(s). The third phase, vhould concentrations continue 1o be high,
would require nitiation of source identification and/or Lodicology itudies. The final phase
wOuUl MTvoive engineering removed studkes and/or modfcation of plant ogeration if found 1o
be warranted by the ressits of the third phase.

Whike the Panel provides recommended thresholds for sach of these phases, comervative
vilues were selected becaane of Nemted MEC data snd contrants on the time the Panel had 2o
review tosicological information. The Panel also enderitands that diferences in recycled water
Qualty and ity operations will occur by region and that vestigation of chronic exceednce
will aced 10 be talored 00 3 regional or case Dy Case basis. Mareover, the Panel recognires that
thewe montonng recommendations are appropriste for mvestigative purposes and should not
be construed as Grectly apphcable for determnation of regulatory compiance.




CEC Farel FINAL REPORT - Jure 2000 Ermctve Surrroary

Product 84 Prigrities for futre imgrovements in mositoring and interpretation of CEC data

The science of CEC investigation is stll in its eardy stages and the State can undertabe
sreeral actwvties that wil greatly impeove both montonng and data inerpretation for recycled
wiler management. The Pasel provides » sumber of such recommendations, ncluding. 1)
Develop and valdate more and better analytical methods 1o measure CECs In recycled water; 2)
Uncoursge development of Slosnalytical screening technigues that aliow better identification of
The “unirown unknown” chemicals. and 3) Develop a process 10 pradict Niely environmental
concentrations of CICy based on production, use and environmental fate, 23 & mesm for
priontiting chemacals on which 10 focus method development and todcological inveiigation.
These investigations thowld be conducted with guldance and review By a Sclence Advihory
Paceld

In 348 UOn 10 these rewearch recommendations, the Panel recommends that the State
Gevelop a process 10 ragidly compile, suramarize, and evaluate monioring data as they become
avalable. The Panel further recommends that the State ertablah an ndependent review patel,
wuch s ths one, That Can peovide perodi review 0 The 2r0p0%ed Selecton approach, rewse
practices, and environmental concentrations of ongoing (I C monitoring efforts, particularly s
Gata from the monitoning programs recommenced here become avallable.
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o Perry McCarty, SC0., Stardord University [Standord, CA)
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Adeidory S1oup Ystnmmendstinnr In



ERarte L ) Faasibitiny Topies

242 Rationale for Low-Dose Dxposure Recommendations

Maore iInformation is needed on the 00ourrence and eMects of COCs and CECS. In addion, skhough
SENTicant data may be avadabie 0n 1he human health and eevironmentsl mmpacts of some
Corcaminants (Juch a5 endocrine s pions, Cartnopens, and those kndws 83 Clute reproductive

tarm | the Impacts of kows G04e/TTace amounts and mictures of muligrie (herracals 5 water and the
effects o vuineratle populations are less underitood. Finally, while many COCS/CECS are not regulated
N drnking water, some are Mualy 10 So repulated in the futere.

¥ COCH/CECS suxch aa pharmaceuticals, phthalstes, sad perflucrieeted chomicals are found to be more
Loncentrated o ot Ngher levels in the advanced trested water produced by potable teute 1acilties than
They dre s other drimking water sources, this could Impact the trestment and montoring critera the
State Wirter Board sets for potable reune . The regulations miry i turn affect he costs and techaciope
regqured 10 meet Auture madmum contamiaent lewels (MCLY). An enderstanding of COCLY/CEIC) can aho
@t preater Source COMTol and green (NerMalry DOACES 10 rediule the lewels of These CoMTUEAty
TR TNE WALTEWTA FTem

19  Use of Bioassays %0 Evaluate Comtituents of Emerging Concern and Unknown
Oremicals in Recycled Water

For the parposes of 1his recommendation, Daoassays (shorhand for beologiCal assay of isesament|
rwvobve the use of Bue haman tasue of cells (e witro] that target 1pecfic toudcty mechansms 10
Setermine the brologcal actwity (Le., 2 prowy for tasicity) of & chermical or mbdtyre of chemicals.
Soustay could provide an aadbional 1001 10 swaluate the salety of recycied water for potable water n
CONMarBon with comventional chemical tealing a5d on e montoring systems. Addtions research
0 Bovelopement eflorts are seoded 10 Seterine whether bodsiays (ould be appbed 10 cxamne rhks
for wrvebated chemacals and unknown rantures of chemacals

2.9.1 Bloassey Recommendations

The State Water Doard shoukd further study the wae of biouisry for monitoring CECy aad urinows
ehermica’s i DPR projects. Sased on the DPR Expert Panel's presentanon relating ther fiadegs on
BiosLays, the ASviiory Growp agrees that current chemastry-based water Qualty snd indcaton based
Srratmect performance montoring technigues are sble o awen CICs in potable rewas progects.
Curverty, there arw & sumber of challenges that must be sddreved before Boameys can be
rgrermeried Beyond reseirch efforts. These Moilations ncChade el action proedures, Suaity

BT an0e 00 Cuahty Controf, standerd sed methods, treatrvenst of falce pOsitives and fakie segatwes.
#0d the sbELy 10 Wergret he reduts relative 10 Muran health. As the scence of DORssays CONDNUES 10
Seveiop, T 16Chigue may Nave The DOMENTW 1O SUPPMMEnT (ur CUITENT MONIONNG (apabeibties n the
Adurs. The State Water Board should Continge 10 Seppart reseanch on the use of bioadsivs 10 move the
sOence forward for possie Iuture une in evalsating CECL\COC

292 Ratonale for Bioassay Recommendations
Most CICs are not regulated, and many cannot be messered uiing traditions! chemical snalnt ot low

lovels i wasieweater o recyched water . Bioassays may offer the potental 1O provide & method (o
Methods) 1O sisess Ihe ks of wrknows chemicals Iy recycied water, nduding the eMects of & midure

AZuisnry Growp Ragammaenastions 188
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of chermiciin. I will be Important 10 track the develcpment of Sloaiiays by fesedrch sthentats and (he
eMorts of the US EPA's Otfice of Research 200 Develoormenl. The Smuamions 00 DOSSsays e dauntng,
SO A ANTCA| MG INE PIErelaliin (PiCetur e M T 10 D 2EQuatedy 200 ested
hroug™ research effors. The State Waner Board may want 1o consider research on 3 bmited swcale to
evahuace the usedyiness of Current Beoastdy technugues 0 asessng the perdormance of advanied water
reatment technoiogees, howeve!, the burden of 3ddvetsng Al DIOFSIY rewd th needs i beyond the
reach of the State Water Boand and will reguire feden! and intemational eorty.
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Re  Evalustion of the feasibility of developing uniform water recyclisg criteria
for direct potable reuse

fn 2010, the California State Water Rosowrces Control Board (“Water Board™) convened
a Sownce Advisory Paned (SAPxo dovelop recomumendations regarding msonitoning of
comstituenty of emerging concem (or CECy) m rosyciad waler applications across the
State. We, members of that SAP, are sabming these formal comments sbout the recemt
repont entided “Evaluation of the feasibilty of developlng wniform water recyciisg
criteria for direct potable reuse” dovawne we are concermad about bof the factual basis
and the conclusion reached in Chager 5, titled Apphicesion of Blesnalytical Tools ©
Water Analyses.

Bicaxsayy will bmprave, not replece currest sonitering methods. While the scpoet as a
whaole is well done, we Belicve Chapter S sl 10 recognice the necessity of iscorpoesting
coll-lime amayy into the rowtoe testing protocels for secycled waler. There s simply ro
way that chemecal-by-chemical moniorimg can keep pace with the discovery of new
chemcals. either manufscured mtensnally o produced wmistentionally as by-products
of e g, recycled waer treatment practices. 'We agree with the report’s assertion tha work
remains 10 de done before these sssays are ready for reutise regelatory spplicaton, asd
farther that the best wae of the 1oly is %0 complement analytical chermmtry, particulaly in
» ooo-tapetod approach 0 help idensify known and weknown agents.  However, our
vison i that a osr knowledge of Adverse Outcome Patiwayy broadens, and moee tools
become avadable Oat allow comparison with gudelines already In place, the
bioamalyscal meassrements will become an essestial ool health protection aad the Sane
should focus on thor developmenst as rapudly as possbile.



Outcome Pathrvary peeadigem 10 set guadelines for drinking Whale the
memders of Be SAP were (asd ressain) staench supportens of the Advene Owcome
Patbway and Toxicology in 21* Comery recommendations for chemical safoty

moloculr inmistmy cvests, and # i i data linkage of
Bioasalytical lools. In contzast 5 what was proposed in Chapter 5, we propose wse of the
Padway © move “backweds™ 10 ovalunte exposere mather han “forwand™ o st a
gusdching. The bemefine of Ois strategy 0 water assessment s the seosfication of
Smkages Detwoos In vive responscs and recepior-driven molecoier initiating events that
can be ssed In conpanction wish poeset guadeiines for screeming water

The Expert Pasel is highly critical of theee publicasions fom published lierasure,
bowever, 3 wealth of addtional Teerature is readily available. In 1975, the World Health
Orgastsatson peblished 3 report entitied, “Health effects relating to dvect and indirect re-
wie of wastc water for human consemption”™ (WHO, 1975). Thas report by the WHO

:
£
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7
i
2

Dy & moee compeehersive review of widely avadadle Dierasere oo this sepic (Fscher and
Leusch, 2002), The Expert Paacd focuses pramarily on the use of i viro Moasseys 0
dotoct estrogens in UK stndies fooen the 1990, bt could have bescfined by consideriag
more recer accens stones sech as idesnification of highly potest glacocorticond steronds

aleady
(g www 3 epa oy eparvasic hazaed Yestimetiods yw S48 iy 443 < pdf)

The case for specific, receptor-based screening disassays.  As was sisied i e SAP
report (Andensos et al. 2010), identification of ligands that sre specific for a recepion-
modiated roposse can be quastified via biclogical equivalence values (Lo BEQN), Lo
concontrations that can be mesrpeeted in the same wey coc imerpeets individual chermical
concontrations, of mwee sppropnately smmmed  comcentrstions  of chemicals  that




collectively activate a specific roceptor.  [n this capacity, » guideline for the ligand is
slready peosest.  For oxample, ¢ SAP report led 10 selection of
beoanalyticel ssays thar tarpeted CECs for which rish-Bened extirsates of

indicated a potential hazand (Mehings of ol 2015)  The risk-Suscd sascssssents already
had gusdcines for than ligand in water, It was oer recommendation that if the BEQ of
that mollocelar mitiating cvent excoodod $hat gadelme (a nak Sarsed based provess), Ben
additional tosting in 3 tered approach could be inntiated orther %0 confirm te response o
o potentially ideatfy the camative ageat. In no way did our report (Asderson ef al
2010) suggest than the bioenalyscal response could be used @ a refised risk ssscyvumern
stralegy 0 st & pudeline for water quality, whether it be for a potable water supply or
for & recorving water sppiication.  Morcover, smce the proposed fools were selocted
contingend on their ability % be quantified via & REQ response, and with » documented,
credible linkage 2o a» adverse owtconw basod on s ousting standad o gukdeline,
“rovense tonicokinetios” 0 chancterize exposare s not secessary,  If B goal of
managors Is to assess the potermal hacaeds of recycled water, hen wse of these ools
ander “worst-oase” soonarsy exposure (msuming [00% exposure) reprosonts the ssost
CoOseIVative expomure assesament approach.  If molocular evest MNoactivation s not
detocted under the most conservative appeoach, then no Farther toating i nooded (e
asociated figare 1)

mecossary tool, we beleve it & Sighly complementary 10 beoassry analyses. As o receont
case in posst, medum poossure UV sdvasced oxidation has boen shown

ponotonic bypoodects, yet NTA has oot yet boen soccesdil % dentify Sose sebstancos
causing the repeodocitly observed mutagesscty (Martin and Kruithof, 2012: Kolimas et
al, 2015 Mamyn et M1, 2016)  Thes, we maintan that boassays » Toue
“I g ':w.l""‘* 'm' . "";"-"'l ""“: .hl l“:""'" X
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Thank you for your reply, Mr. McCullough. Neiher are we aw
to make it potable, nor are we aware of any peer-reviewad st
process on the mix of that source water with sewer water, 'W
attermp! to meet do not include any standards or testing regir
agricultural runoff siles you are tapping for part of your sowc
peerroviewed scentific studies showing dangerous amount
loxing in the Blanco Drain and Reclamation Ditch from which
pressure you are under because of the SWRCB's milestone
and, even more 80, for us who would have o dnnk incomple
for your agency and what 1 is attempting to do. | personally «
commitment 1o public service, particularly in relation to our o1
o public health and the anvironment. Still, for the sake of a
Weitzman, for WRAMP

Froee Mie McCullough |
:unmmmmrwnm
tonwetzTendradin comn
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Marcia Wright < marOawnight@Comcast net »

Saturciay, July 21, 2008 1243 AM

Johes Mocee

Ron Weitzman, DOWrecycledwater @waterboards ca gov. Dorene D Adamo: Fellca
Marcux Frances Spivy-Weber, Steven Moore, Tam Dodec, Tom Howard. Claude Hoover.
DSulvan@mpc edu. Glen Dupree, Hart22584 B comcast et Kenfhehund Predshift.com
Moke LeBarre; Mie Scatting, Richard Ortiz: Jarw Packer; John Phillps: Lus Alejo. Mary
encison@stamplaw us. erica bunon@nosa gov

Subject: Re 109 sirilar 10 PAM clamed 1DP

Sifi'

Joha sad All

DPR peojocts sre not permatiad in California even with a narrow focus of sewage. Regulations for DPR will pot
take place wnti] “the knowledge gaps are addressed and additional reseerch is conducted relased 10 specific
public health issues.” How PWM, which s a unique DPR project, managed %0 get & permit is a mystery o me,
especially in light of the toxio cocktal of heavily polluted source waters it plans to parify, inchading 2 EPA
designated 303d impaired water entities known %0 contain Ag legacy pesticides, Blanco Reclamation Ditch and
Tembladero Slough.

Unfortunately, as #t stands, SWB's peoposed DPR rescarch will not be done by medical school physician
specialists and medical rescarchers under thar supervision. The rescarch will be dome by environmental aivil
engincers. Civil engincers have the qualifications and training 10 build and cvaluate sanitation projects. Recycle
for potable reuse is a human health impactful project, which necessitates cvaluation by independent physician
spocialists. As pood as civil engincers may be in their lane of credentials snd training, they are smqualified o
carry out medical rescarch. | hope that the SWB will re-consider their initial decision and re-direct all DFR
roscarch grants to medical schools.

Keoop in mind that even trying o “punfy” domestic and ssedical sewage for human consumption, cooking, sd
bathing reprosents “s very high bealth risk™ per the opinion of intemationally renown infectious diseascs
physician specialist, Dy, Peter Colligaon, M.D., who has been a consultant for WHO and other health entitics
worldwide including the USA, sasd: “Alrkowph this is technically feavible, we need to be very wary. Such
recycling is associated with very high ongoing monesery and emergy costx, but, most importantly from a
health perspective, ix a “very high-risk "propoval that reverses 150 years of good public health policy of
striving to keep sewage out of our drinking water supplies.. Sewage contains very high concentrations of
pathogens and drugr. Viruses (the most difficwlt pathogens to remove) can sccur in comcentrations higher
than 106 per litre — orders of magnitude higher than in even the most poliwted rivers. The technicel and
human performance meeded to remove viruses safely will hawe to be propovtionately higher then curremt
prociice — difficult to ackieve... We would also need 1o ensure that the system will work oll the

tive... Reverse oxmonis (RO) is the most effective way to remove viruses and drugs from sewage, and should
remove virtwally all viruses end drugs. Surprisingly, few in-use data are available to check this. RO
membranes seem o leak. Owne study found that RO only removed 92% of amtibiotics. Recent safety reviews,
including an Australian review (dased om the previous study), showed virnses were still detected poss-
treatment af three of seven sites on some occasions. The calowlated virns removal ranged from 87% 1o >
PRIVEN, which equares 10 @ “log reduction ™ of 1 te 5...This less than optimal performance was when the

system was nof known to be malfunctioning: lowered performance might occur as offen as $ days @ year.”



Dr. Collignoa's concerns regarding health risks of sewage recycle for potable reuse: industry known flaws in
advance treatment tochnology, insufficencies of surrogates and indicators used, potential for buman error, lag
betwoen notification monstonng tost roports and approved responses %o detoctad unregulated pathogons and'or
chomicals thal have already passed hrough the AT process directly indo raw water sources hike aguifors are
shard by Dr. Ted Schettler, MD., M.P.H., SEHN's Science Director, who was quoted in & 2017 srticle as
follows:

*. .. llow well reverse oxmonis works to filter owt other contaminants, like pharmaceuticaly and pesticides,
depends on the specific chemical and the amownt of polistion in the water. The water rewse textbook states
that reverse-oxmonis membranes straim owt W 1o 96 percent of the taxic pesticide atrazinme, for example, and
&5 w0 95 percent of the poisonous clement arvenic. . . Solvents and other industrial chemicals thet can
disrupt kermowes in the body's endocrine syxtem are porticularly werrisome. With a litany of dreadful health
ffeces like cancer, Nirth defects, and infertility, these endocrine-disrupting chemicals can be extremely taxic
even at the very low levels that conld potentially pet through even the mont advanced water treatment,
including reverse oxmonis and advenced axidation, “It"s not reaxxuring to me to hear that chesicals are
prevent “only™ at parts per trillion levels,”™ said Ted Schettler, a physician and the science divector of the non-
profit Science and Environmental Health Network. “There are many chemicals that yow would worry about
ar parts per tritlion. "Parts per trillion ix really iny — like kaving one drop of poison spread throughews 20
Olympic-size pools. For some chemicals, we don 't even have analytical methods that can accwrately detect
swch low concentrations. Yet even such & minuscule amownt can have an effect on our bodies. “Our bodies”
hormone systems operate ot low parts per trition levels, " Schenier explained. “The hormone recepiors are
exgwisitely semsitive to even mimor shifts in those concentrations. ™ The Environmental Protection Agency
cownrs abour 85,000 indwstrial chemicals registered for current use, but requires addiviomal toxdclty testing
Sor only about 200 of them. Pesticldes in home and garden products, which are regulated by the EPA’s
Federal Insecticide, Funmgicide, and Rodenticlde Act, can also make their way down the drain, ax con FDA-
regwlated pharmacesticals, which people excrete natwrally after uxe. This all means that tens of thowsands of
different chemicals may be present in sewage before treatment — and after treatment we il don't have
Jull idea of the ranmge of chemicaly that get through, “What you really need to do is figure ows what's in the
water, and at what levels,” Schettler yaid

Cancer rescarcher, Dr. Steven Oppenbeimer, who Pressdent Obama honored at the WH and Dr. Edward
McGowan, M.D. PhD. with 40 years expenience in water relased projects mnd Dr. John Ackerman, M.D.,
M.P.H. all echo afore-mentioned public health concerns. Advance trestment technology seems to be surging
forward with no sepportive medical research evidence regarding public health and safety.

Even wiathin environmental enginceniag circles, there are doubes about ATP ensuning buman health and safety.
Two months ago Dr. Charles Gerba, respected U of Arizoma envircemental enginocr profiessor, publishod

a report concluding that curment LRV's asssgned to advance treatiment processes arv madoquate 1o protect the
public from risks of ARB's

Dr. David Edwasds 68 Viesginia Toch ( who assisted Flint and DC ressdents ) reported that rocest rescssch
showed that pathogens in biofilms in distnbetion pipclines can re-comstitute themsel ves and pose serious bealdth
risks whes they reach POU taps or shower heads. Dr. Edwands also woersed that lowered flow rate regulations
for plumbing fixtures contributed 10 & more concentratad poliatant load in sewage with dimissshed greywater

dilucet peesenting a significant futare challenge for potable reuse ATF's.

Dr. David Spath, former DDW Chief and 2 member of the Advisory Group, allso expressed concerns about
health risks posad by DPR in a recent inderview:

“No one knows exactly what's in sewage at any piven time — people and businesses don't dump things down
the drain on a regular schedwle, It's very hard for a water xcientist or public health official to know
H



everything to ook for. And since detecting tiny amounts of chemicals relies on identifying them by their
rmasmwpm.m.mmmvmm

Of the comtaminartys that are desected in recycled water, many of them have unknown health effects
“There's a ot [of chemicals] owt there, that show up in mowlsoring, but thar we down't really Anow what the
broad effects might be from them,” said David Spath, the former chicf of the Division of Drinking Water and
Environmental Management for the State of Callformia. Even more troubling is thar @ combinanon of
chemicals can be more toxic than the swm of their parts. It could be a big problem, according 1o Spath, “if
you get three or four chemicals that ave all endocrine disruptors that disrupt the same endocrine process, ov
if you have twe ov three chemicals that are all carcinogens that result in the same carcinogenic endpointe ™

Only ome major epidemological study has documensed the human healtk effects of drinking recycled water,
Condweted by a private resvarch corpovation and commizsioned by a water wiility, the study i now 15 years
old (“The chemicals that they 're now looking for weren 't even in anybody s vocebulary at the fime,” Spath
said ) The science way inconclusive: Because of confounding factors ke smoking and alcohol consumption,
researchers cowldn 't prove ov disprove the notion that drinking recycled water cawsed cancer or heart
diseare. The fact that some chemicals cowld disrupt hormone functioning hadn's yet been discovered ot the

time the study wes published. “I is & difficnly sitmation, ™ Spath added.

Sewage cpecially madscal sewage from hospitals and nursing homes is loaded with viruses and pharmaceutical
compounds specifically designed not 10 be casily degraded. Antibdotic resistant microbes and genes are
recognized by WHO, the CDC, and the EL as the most sigaificant health thremt for both developed sad
developing nations today. ARB's and viable ARG"s are 50 tiny that they can slip through advance tresement
harners and reconstitute themselves when they come in contact with trace contaminants like metal or other trace
chemmicals and plasends. California, unlike 22 other states, only requires modical facilsties to report a handful of
narrowly defined superbug infectious cases and the reporting procedure is so oneroes, it's questionable how
consistently medical facilities follow Shwough. The latest estimate from the CDPH was that superbug infections
cost appeox $3 Billion in medical costs ansually. Superbug infections don't always kill patients. But loag term
health damages ocour - e.g. some types of hoart disease are now recognized 10 have a viml infection cause. t's
been suggested that ARB's and ARG's be inchaded in CEC lists so there's formal recognition by regulatory
agencies outsade of medical crcles.

Currently most CA. county labs with omlly ELAP certification do not have the expertise, equipment, or badget %o
tost for waterborne ARB's snd ARG's, which arc viable but not culturcable (VBNC). ELAP labs sse MPN
tosting indicators but that does not give as accurate evaluation of the viability of microbes. The US Coast Gesrd
refused to adopt MPN %0 tost waser in their ballasts for that reason. Furthermore, becsuse regional wastowater
treatmnent plants are recognized & “hot spots™ reservoins for ARB's and ARG s, #1"s worrisome to consider what
antibiotic resistant microbes and prolen gene maticr RWTF's pass along in thar secondary tremtod offeent food
10 ATP's, whach are capable of teeaching membranes and RO processes.

| bope the SWB s castious and doex due diligence, by socking input from physecian spocialists in academnia (
c.g. infoctions discascs spocialists, endocrinologists, neonatal pediatric specialists, cacologists), as well as
funding medical rescarch stadies, before signing off on sny regulations for DPR. To do otherwise is playing
Russises Roulette with buman lives, particularly vulnerable population groups like fetuses and children, the
ciderly, imasne comprossised groups like recovering cancer patsents and HIV patients sed ongan'stem cell
transplant paticats.



PWM's permin should definitely be reviewed, that's cermain, since DPR regulations do not yet et
Funthermore, why Scaside Aquifer was designated as & suitable potable raw water source neods additional
scruiny.

Fort Ord"s Site 39 sits right above Seaside Aquifer. The army’s clesnup focused mainly om 3 comtaminants -
antimony, ead, and copper accoeding %o the Vice-Chair of Fort Ord Citizen Advisory Group. Ten pages of
contaminants are associated with Fort Ord military activities i the course of 0 years before it was
decommissionod. Fort Ord is designated as a National Superfund Site of High Prionity. Live munitions are being
found o thas day. The army has not sswered FOCAG's questions about the fate and disposal of all the listed
contamimants. Site 39 was one of the largest Amy infantry training and fire fighting ranges in the United States.
PFA contaminants in fire fighting foam associated with military sites have been called a “PR nightmare® per
news articles publishad a month ago, because long torm health impacts by exposure to trace smounts of PFA"s
Jeached into groundwater have boen acknowladged.

Fort Ord was also home 10 CDEC, Combat Development Expersmentation Command ( i.e. chemscal wirfare). A
hydeaulic trough preventad Seaside Aquifer waters from being distriteted 10 CalAm castiomers, but & new
pipeline built i congunction with PWM constroction will change that nateral health protection for MP rexidonts
in the funere. Water quality testing of inland sentined wells and potential chemscal changes effoctod by injecting
non-native PWM waters directly o the aquifer have only been contracted to a consultast fiems this spring.
Some might say that this should have been done years ago as pant of PWM's EIR.

Until MP residents are presented with an altemase modically safe ( as opposed to merely logally safe) driskiag
water source, Carmel River should continue to be our masa drinking water source, imbo. PWM's finished
product would be suitable for Salimas Valley Ag indestry imigation of food crops. Considering recent cutheeaks
of contaminated vegetables, an upgrade in recycle water quality for Ag use scems appropriate and loag
overdue.

Bost Regands,
Marcia

On Jul 20, 2018, &t 7:43 PM, Ron Weitzman <popwotzman@redshifl com™> wrote:

Joha, not ondy Tarmwdrkors would be at rish ¥ pesticide contaminatod water is used for
mgation. Everyone who eats the iirigated produce would be at rish, a5 would the entire Salinas Valley
onomy —Non

Fromx: Jobn Moore

Sent: Fricly, Joly 20, 2018 6:46 MM

To: Ron Weltsman

Ce: Marcia Wright; DDWrecyTlodwateribsatorboeds ca ooy, Dorene D'Adamo; Felicla Marcus; Frances
Spitvy-Weber; Steven Moore; Tam Doduc; Tom Moward; Caude Moover; DSulhvanBmec edu; Gen
Dupree; 1225040 comcast net. KenCkeiurd@regshift com, Mike Leflarme; Mice sann; Ortz;
Jane Parker; John Philips, Luts Alejo; Mary Adams; Simon Sallnas; Sull Morning: Mark Sone; Carly

Mayberry, nassell moglothin, enchsondistamoleeyus, enca burton 8008800y
Subject: Re: IDP similar 1o PWM clamed 106

Thanks, | was referring 10 the so called "holy water™ rule whereby a dessly DPR  progect hike
PWM could get an excmpeion from DPR regs once adopiad by resding in a Basin for just two
months. | share your comcern about ths wstried possonous mix and famm workers, but my only
oppoctunity to be heard is a promised hearing before the Judge of the Watermaster of the Seaside
Basin, wherein | am attempting 10 convince the judge that he should not allow the PWM stuff 1o
be injected into the Basin w'o and wntil it has boen approved for DPR.

‘.



Mesawhile, the studl could be used for nom potable pusposes, of, even injoctod o the Carmel
river(for CDO credit). The problem with injecting hegh risk stull in & Basin is that 1 can
contaminalc the whale basen, roguiring Iwo Of Mmore rain seasons 1o cleanse, wheress with a river,
if comtamination is found, the river will recover in bess than a day as long s jection siogs |
hope others will join meJohn M. Mooee

On Fri, Jul 20, 2015 at 5:23 PM, Ron Westzman <popwenzmandiredsiall com> wrote:
AlL 1 do not kmow of any. I'm also concerned about the sade contract Pure

Water Moaterey made with the county’s water resources ageacy 10 provide

growers with krigation water subject cnly 1o tertiary treatment of the same

beew of sewer and ag runoff water. The side contract was necessary to

secure county approval of PWM's access to Salinas Valley ag water.  Plants
srigated with that water are likely o be deformed and poisomous. The side

contract acknowledges soch 2 problem but provides no clear source of funds

o correct it. The burden could casily fall oo Monterey Peninsula

ratepayers. ~Ron

From: (maalto: moore(S 24 gmail com )
Sent: Priday, July 20, 2018 4:00 PM

To: Marcia Wright. ronweitzman@redshif® com;

DRW recychodw pteria watarbossds s gov

Subject: [DP ssmiler 0 PWM clsimed IDP

Do you know of say Ca Potable reuse peoject that would be stssilar 10 the PWM

project even if it only recycled sewage? John
Sent from my (Phose~



B N ————————————————————

from: John Moore < mocrelS2@gmasl com»

Sent. Wednesday, June 20, 2018 748 AM

To: Swreh Clerk

Subject Fwd "Comment Letter - Proposed Recycled Water Amendment”
Attachments: Scan 0110 pf

This is s Addendum 10 my Comment Lester dated Jume 11, 2015, It adds a letter that | sent o the Seaside Basin
Watermaster(an adjudicated Basin) re-stating its technical adviser that the PWM is in fact 2 DPR into & drnking
water repository. | have also added Scan 110, a back and forth between WRAMP a pasty to the CPUC case
dealing with PWM and with PWM wherein PWM confesses 10 several important issues: First, it agrees that
recycled agriculture wastewater has never before been successfully recycled for potable purpose; and Second,
sgricaliure wastewater has never before been mived with sewage waste for potable purposes. Then, PWM does
not add sy health tests. We are aa experiment One could oaly imagine the testing that would be required by the
FDA, or recommended by a true expert about these issves(like the SAP group).

My point is that the proposed regs. do not require venifications by the DDW or 1ts Esgincering Dept. PWM says
it is a IPR, w'o any evidence, hires a envircamental consultant with 2ero expertise in health issees, and the
Engincer, DDW and the Regional Waterbosrd buys into it. Other districts willl mimic thas flawed procoss John
M. Moore

Foreardad message ————-

From: <gworeS 2idgmanl som>

Date: Sun, Jun 17, 2018 at 1:26 PM

Subgect: Fad: “Comnment Letter-Proposad Recycled Water Amendment™
To: botyflaicomeast.net

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwmrded message:

From: John Moare <imoorel)S 2z gmal com>
Date: Junc 17, 2018 at 11:30:04 AM PDT

Te: suyders2itemal arizona sdu
Subject: Re: “Comment Letter-Proposed Recycled Water Amendment™

On Sun, Jun 17, 2018 at 10:30 AM, John Moore <jmoore(S )G gmail com™ wrote:

Forwardod mossage
From: Joha Moore <} S

Date: Sat, Jun 16, 2018 at 723 PM

Sulbnect: Fwd: "Comment Letier-Proposed Recycled Water Amendment™

To: RMGlothisn, Your cliest Seaside Groundwater Basin 'Watenmaster:



1 refer you 10 my “Comenent Letter™ 10 the State Water Board set forth shove. The reason foe this
email is 10 convince you 1o take the issee of the PWM water quality to be injected into the Basin
to the judge, %0 determine whether the injected water is safe drinking water(bike the other water
i the Basin), or, whether it has the peobability of contaminating the Basin. Your firm probably
has a conflict bocawse most, if not alll, of the members(litigants )favor the PWM progect and wore
active in the process that Jed 10 a permit for a project that theeatens the purity of the Basin. A
Special Counsel should be appointed to presont the evidence that PWM water will probably
contaminate the Scasode Basim. The court has the constitutional authority to assure that waser that
comes from the Basin is fairly distributed, but also, %o assure that water imjected imto the Basin is
pot Ikely 10 contaminate the other waters in the Basin,

As sct forth i my comment Jetter, my interest is that | believe that the evidence(as opposed o
By OPInion) proves my post

The method stilized by PWM to obtain 3 permit for the project stilized two main strategios.
First, they were careful not 10 hre any gualificd expernts concermng the dangers of recyclod waer
to be included in the EIR that lod 5o the permit, and, second, they comvinced the DDW and the
Regonal Water Boand that the project was/ls & Indirect Potable Reuse(IPR), when in fact it
was'ls a Direct Potable Reuse{DFR ). importantly, the State Water Board has not detenmined

that allow a DPR,, that is what the Comenent process is sbout, but per the proposed
regulations, the PWM project could never qualify as 2 IDR. | asseme that the proposed
rogulations will be adopted. Then the DDW willl arrive at safety tests and methods %o assure that
DPR water is safie for a given progect. Before PWM is allowed to imgect water imo the Basin, it
st mect tests 1o be developed by the DDW,

Proof! | refer you %o attachment 101 10 my Comment Lettor. N is & betier 1o the EIR for the
project by Bob Jagees, techmical expert for the Walermaster groep. At pars. 8, he made it cear
that the PWM project wosdd "directly”™ injoct water into the Basin and that the Basin "scrves as &
potable water supply %0 the public.”

Your client may be concemed that my suggestion willl delay the peoject, but that &s not soc 1f Cal
Am and PWM truly believe that the project water is not a threat 1o public health, that can inject
the water directly imto Cal Am wells as they do for Carmel River Water. The public may becoene
discasod and die, but the Basin will be saved.

My comment letter contains the facts that show the unique dangorous aspects of the PWM
peoject, For example, there has never boen even sa 1DP in Ca. that rocycled toxic agricultural
waie walcrs, et alone one that mixes the water with buman wasto{per the experts, mixing could
have fatal consequences).

Except for Mr. Jagques, no true unbiased expert has been allowed 10 comment deectly shout the
bealth damgers of this specific project, but all such experts would require tests Mke in vivo
Bicassay to identify unknown pathogens . [ attach 2 ov for Dr. Shane Sayder as an example of
the type of experts that have made the safety of recyclod water their life work (Scan 108). There
are mamerous others, bt Special Counsel should hire a comparable expert. BTW, there are
several DPR progects outsade of Ca. that utilize = vivo Bioassay Sesting to assure potability. In
he proposed regs. they say it is experimental, but thal is untree,

The PWM claims that tese in the Basin gualifics the projoct as an IDR because it allows at least
rwo months for extra testing. The prodiem with that claim is that the new 1est would be spplied

?



to mived water and not idestify the sousrce of contaminants, bat more smportastly PWM waler
mest be tested as 8 DPR and those tests have not been determined by DDW for this

peoject. DPR tests must be applied before the PWM water is injected into the Basin, otherwise &t
is not potable water.

1 am a licensed but retired Ca. lawyer, My interest in assuning the safety of the Basin s %0
prevent a Flint like disaster. | am younger than Warren Buffest, but | s subject to oniticism by
Agoists.

Respectfully ssbmitted, John M. Meoore

wemremeeme FOrWardod message v

From: Johs Moore < '

Date: Mon, Jes |1, 2018 at 6:26 PM

Sulbpect: “Comment Lester-Proposed Recycled Water Amendment™
To: commentictiersiswalerboands. ca goy

Attn: Jeanine Townsend, Clerk to the Board:

My name is Johm M. Moore. | ressde at 836 24 st. Pacific Grove Ca. | am a resident within the
California American Water Co, a customer and resident within the agencies  that comprise Pure
Water MonterayPWM), a recycling project spproved and under constraction. A description of
the projoct is attached as Scan 102, PWM is in the process of initisting an EIR for an expansion
in the size of the project.

I have reviewed the Proposed Recycied Water Amendment in detail and have several criticesms:
1. The proposal is unrelatod to e poditics that demmonize the characterization of a real Ca,
Recycling peoject and it does not roguare verification of the truthfulness of the sponsoring
sgencies. As a resalt, PWM, for just cne example represented 1o e Repional Board and the
Dept. of Drankang Water{ DDW), that the PWM peojoct was'ts an Indirect Potable Reuse (IPR),
but nothing could be ferther from the truth,
The only evidence about whether the progect was'ts an TDP or a Direct Potable Reuse (DPR) s
Letter M from the EIR, attachment 101, a letter by the Technical Program Manager of the
Seaside Basin Watermaster (an adjudicated basin). He is in charge of the day 10 day operations
of the basin in accepting dnsking water into the basin and permitting owners of the water to
extract thewr share. The Jetter proves that the PWM project is a DPR peoject and it did not qualify
for a pormit as an IDP.
So what was the susrepresentation by PWM? It claimed that because the water was required %o
sit i the Basin for two months, that comstituted a Barrier that qualifiod the progect as IDP; in
short, por PWM the final delivery of the treatod water 10 & well or basin is also 2 bammer . While
the water does obtain minimal dilution in the basin, there is no leeching thra sands, several
squifors, extreme dilution ote. for five years, like the Orange Water District IDP project. PWM
sayy, well the two months will allow it 10 1ot the water for that time. But if it is not a barrier, the
required tests are foe 2 DPR, and those 1ests are & pest of this process, 1. ¢, under development.
I Exhibit M, the Technical operator, Bob Jagues, made some telling poasts; Fiest, In para |, be
notes that all water injected into the hasin will be extracted shoetly thereafter. So it is not &
cleansing barrser that could qualify as sn 1DP. Secoad, he moted in para. £ that two of the new
waler sources, Blanco Drain and the Rechamation Ditch both have 2 high level of contamination,



a beoad spectrum of pesticides, as woll as metals and bacterial organisms. He then said: “The
design of the GWR Projoct Treatment Facilities should addross ths in order 10 ensure that the
plant is reliably able 10 produce water of suitable qualaty for 'direct imjection’(emphasis mine)
mio the SGWE, ‘which serves as a potable water supply 10 the publicYemphasis sune).* But,
there are no DIFR toxts; that is what this process is sbout. Mr. Jaques has just informed me that
he 1ests roquired before treatod water may be injoctod into the basin by PWM will be dctatad by
the DDW. But of counse, as set forth above, PWM expects 10 spply the current tests for an IDR.
1 note that the proposed definition of 2 Barrser set Ruth in the peoposed regulations would

peobubit the PWM project from qualifying as sn IDR.

1 The proposed Regulations do not deal with 8 PWM situatsom where two highly tooue but
different water sources are mived before reatment(human sewage from the anty of Salinas and
bighly toxic agnculture wasic). There is not even an IDR example of the recyching of agricultare
waste for potable purposes, anywhere, let alone mixing it with sewage without any examination
by trained scucologists about the tonic effects of that mixing. Because PWM claims IDR statas,
supply. But there are several additional reasoms(below ) that comprehensive testing must be
roguired before treated water from soverely toxic sources (ke PWM) is mixed with other
drinking waler.

3. Another eriticasm s Shat the proposed regelations imply that the Experts Report comcluded that
DPR can now be allowed on 3 case by case basas pursuant 10 the proposed regalations. A careful
reading of that report implics that significant research and development must be concluded
before DPR s permimed. The caveats by the experts are many and well founded.

4. 1f you are suill reading this, you may be thinking, "yes, in faimess, the PWM peoject is quite
challenging.™ Let me add to the deama and additional reasons that the project is unsafe. The
Scaside Basin, the repository of the trested dnnking water is located in Fort Ord a sandy, former
U.S. Army base. The Basin sits below a Super Pund Toxic site that has decades of Infantry, tank
and Artillery traiming, poing back 1o pre WWIL | attach a few pages from Letter $(Scan 106) to
the progect EIR that details the toxic sources. After heavy rains, water on the two Ft. Ond golf
courses disappears within a few hours, Where doos it go?

The Basin is locatad in several carthquake faults, inchading the San Andreas faslt. Because of the
sandy sonls, liquifaction of water-laden sadimsents(the sodl tums into lsguid) in the vadose
zone(the soil froem the basin 10 ground Jeved) could contaminate the basin with Foet Ond debeis,
chemécals and whatnot. There is no allernate source of waler,

[ refer you 1o attackenent 104, from the proposed regs. $.2.4 8. Peak Anenuation of Short Term
Pulses of Chemicals Likely to Persist Theough Advanced Trestment. "The section has to do with
unexpected ovents, Bke an industrial spil] and guestions how this might (o not) work. It
conclades with: “How this would Work is a research Question™ In the case of the PWM DR
project, we bloody well better get on that, or babies will die!

S. 1 refer you 10 attachment 100, ¥ is a 2016 comment letier from the theoe toxicology scientist
that were on the 2010 Science Advisory Pancl(SAP). The commment was because the proposed
rega. did not adopt Biosssays as part of the safety tests for DPR and as st focth in the letter they
made compelling arguments that in vivo Biossay testing is critical if DPR s to prodece safe
drinking water, In vivo is expensive, because it involves assaying live oeganisms from live
animals. It actually assays a cell and identifies discrete parts for pathogens(in vitro tests dead
samples and s not as helpfal).

Now that you have been exposed 10 real kife, the PWM project, you should reconsider the
cenission of in vive bloassay tests. Coudd any sane adult allow treated wastewater from the PWM



projest to be injected into the drinking water of the Scaside Basin wio in vivo beoassay testing? |
am a rade payer and 1 say, get those tests. We will pay for thems. BTW, the credentials of the three
SAP memsbers are very smpressive. Listen o them,

6.1 refer you to attachment 105, It is the face page of the DDW scceptance of the Final
Engineering Repont for the PWM project. para, 1. confinms that approval was granted oe the
assumption that the project was in fact an IPR peoject in fact, not coc just basad on a trick,
claiming that a repository of treated dnnking water was an [PR qualifying barrier.

7. The wealth of opinions from the experts that stody the Toxcology of recycled wastewater is
that noither [PR noe DPR is safe. | could attach dozens of examples, but will limit i 5o Scan 107,
which s typical. Can you imagine how such experts would react to the FWM project. But of
safety expert for the PWM EIR prepared a writien report that based her opinion on asserted
examples of projects and studies that she argued showed that the PWM process was safe. Nota
singhe existing peoject had source water as toxic as the PWM sources. As for studies, she aited
the Rand study which showed a 75% increase in liver cancer by those that drank recycled water
as an article positive 1o the PWM project. | checkod hor company out in Dun and Bradstrect: at
the time of her EIR report she had two amployoes, she and her mother.

£ Thero is a very entical facsor missing from the proposed regs. The standards in the Regs must
be 30 secure about the recyclod water’s safety for potable purposes that forced users like me do
ot peed 10 woery abost the safety of the water. They are not close. Al this time very few of the
forced users of the PWM muix are cven fxintly aware of the dangerous PWM peoject, Cal Am has
informed me that there will 2ot be a source of water free from the PWM mix, There was oo vole
and when the truee nature of the project becomes public, chaos shoeld result. What adds o the
snwalt is the the hueman waste and agriculture wastewsicr sources come from sreas ot ide the
Cal Am water district, so their residents will not be forced 10 drink the wornsome mix, WE ARE
ENTITLED TO KNOW THAT OUR DRINKING WATER IS SAFE!

As Dr. Oppenbeimer stated, it may be years before the toxicity &s discovered. A recent report
actual exposure 10 the public in the seventies, the toxic effects continue to show in the
subsoguent gencrations, tho they were not actsally exposed %0 the costaminants.

1 have had this home for about twonty yoars. Unless the FWM project is made safe, | will be
forced 10 move. John M. Moore
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Johe Moore < pmoore052@gmad com >

Sunday, June 17, 2018 1030 AM

MeGlothin, Russed!

Randy Barmard@waterbosrds ca gov, DDWrecycledwater@waterboards ca gov
Fwd "Comment Lether-Proposed Recycied Water Amendment”

Scan 0100 pat Scan 0101 pat Scan 0102 pat Scan 0104 pdt Scan 0105 pdt Scan,
0106 pt. Scan 0107 pdt. Scam 0108 pat

;f&i;i

sesnensens Forwarded message «ooeoeeans

From: Joha Moore <jmoorc0324g gmall com>

Dase: Sat, Jun 16,2018 at 723 PM

Subject: Fwd: *Comment Letier-Proposed Recycled Water Amendment™

To: RMcGlothdin, Your clienst Scaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster:

I refer you 10 my *Comment Letter” to the Stato Water Board set forth above. The reason for this e-mail is to
comvimoe you 10 take the issee of the PWM water quality 10 be injected into the Basin %o the judge, 10 determine
whether the injectod water is safe drnkong water{hike the othor water in the Basin), or, whether it has the
probability of contaminating the Basin. Your firm probably has a conflsct becasse most, if not all, of the
members{Btigants)favor the PWM peojoct and were active in the process that lod to a permit for a peoject that
theoatons the purity of the Basin. A Special Counsel should be appoinated 10 present the evidence that PWM
water will probably contaminate the Seaside Basin, The court has the comstitutional authority to assure that
water that comes from the Basin is fairly distributed, but also, 10 sxsure that water ingected into the Basin is not
Iikely t0 contaminate the other waters in the Basn,

As st forth im ey commment leticr, my interest is that 1 believe that the evidence(as opposad to my opinion)
proves my posst,

The method etslized by PWM 1o obtais & permit for the pooject etilized two main strategies: Fant, they were
carefiul 2ot 1o hre any gualified experts concerning the dangers of recyclad water w be included in the EIR that
lod 10 the permit, sad, second, they coavinoed the DDW and the Regonal Water Bossd that the projoct was'is an
Inderect Potable Reuse(IPR), when in fact it was'ss a Direct Potable Reuse(DPR), Importantly, the State Water
Boeed has not desermined regulations that allow a DPR, that is what the Comment process i abost, but per the
proposad regulations, the PWM project could never qualify as a IDR. | assume that the proposed regulations
will be adopeed. Then the DDW will ammive at safety tests and methods 10 assure that DPR water is safe foe a
given project. Before PWM is allowed to inject water into the Basin, it mvast meet tests 10 be developed by the
DDW.

Proof? | refer you %o attachment 101 to my Comment Lester. It is a lester 10 the EIR for the project by Bob
Jaques, technical expert for the Watermaster group. At para. §, he made it clear that the PWM project would
*directly” injoct water into the Basin and that the Basin "serves as a potable water supply 1o the public.”

Your client may be concemed that my sugpestion will delay the progect, bet that is not so: If Cal Am and PWM
traly belicve that the project water is not & threat 5o peblic health, that can injoct the water directly into Cal Am
wells 3 they do for Carmel River Water. The publsc may bocomne discasod and dic, bt the Basan will be saved.



My comment letter contains the facts that show the unique dangerous aspects of the PWM project. For example,
there has never boen even an IDP in Ca that recycled todie agriculvaral waste waters, let alome one that mixes

the water with human waste(per the experts, mixing could have fatal coaseguences).

Except for Mr. Jagues, no true unbiased expert has been allowed %0 comment darectly shout the health dangers
of this specific project, but all such experts would require tests like in vivo Bioassay %0 identify unknown
pathogens . | attach a ov for Dr. Shane Snyder as an example of the type of experts that have made the safety of
recyched water their life work (Scam 108). There are numerous others, but Special Counsel should hire a
comparable expert. BTW, there are several DPR projects cutside of Ca. that utilize in vivo Bioassay testing to
assure potabilaty. In the proposed regs. they say it is experimental, but that is untroe,

The PWM claims that time in the Basin qualifies the project as an IDR because it allows ot least two moaths for
cxtra tosting. The problem with that claim is that the new tost would be apphied to mixed water and not identify

the source of contaminants, but moce importantly PWM water st be teated as 3 DPR and those tests have sot

beon determined by DDW for this progect. DPR 1osts must be spplied before the PWM water is injeciad into the
Bassn, otherwise it is not potable waler,

| am & loensed but retired Ca. lawyer. My interest in assunag the safety of he Basia is %o prevent & Flimt like
dissster. | an yousger than Wasren Buffett, but [ am subject 10 criticism by Agelats,

Respectfully subesizted, John M. Moore

Forwarded message —--—eev

From: John Moore <] 1

Date: Mos, Jun 11, 2018 at 6:26 PM

Subsect: "Commment Letier-Proposad Recycled Water Amendment™
To: commenticticnia watcrboseds. ca.gov

Attn: Jeanine Townsend, Clerk 1o the Board:

My name s Joba M. Moore. | reside at $36 2d st. Pacific Grove Ca. | am a resident within the California
American Water Co, a customer and resident within the agencies  that comprise Pure Water MontereyPWM), a
recycling project approved and under comstruction. A description of the project is attached as Scan 102, PWM is
in the process of inftisting an EIR for s expansion i the size of the project.

I have reviewod the Proposed Recyclod Water Amendment in detail and have several enticiems:

1. The proposal is wnrclated %o the politics that demonize the characserization of & real Ca, Recycling project
and it does not require verification of the truthflness of the spoasoring agencies. As a result, PWM, for just one
cxample repeesented 1o the Regonal Board and the Dept, of Drisking Watee(DDW), that the PWM progect
was'ts an Indirect Posable Reuse (IPR), but nothing could be farther from the truth,

The only evidence shout whether the project was'ls an IDP or & Direct Potable Reuse (DPR) is Letter M from
the EIR, amachment 101, a letter by the Techmical Program Manager of the Scaside Basin Watermaster (an
adjodicaned basin). He is in charge of the day %o day operations of the basin in accepting drinking water into the
basin and permisting owners of the water 5o extract their share. The Jetter proves that the PWM peoject is a DPR
projoct and it did not qualify for a pormit as an IDP.

So what was the misreprosentation by PWM? It claimed that because the waler was required 1o sit in the Basin
Sor two montha, that constituted & Berrier that qualified the project as IDP; in short, per PWM the final dedivery

b



of the trested water %0 a well or basin is also a barner . While the water does obtain minimal didusicn in the
basin, there is no Jloeching thru sands, several aquifers, extreme &lution otc, for five years, like the Orange
Water District IDP progect, PWM says, well the two months will allow it 10 168t the waler for that time. But if it
is not a barrier, the roguired tests are for a DPR, sad those tosts arc & part of this process, 1. ¢., under

development.

In Exhibit M, the Technical operator, Bob Jaques, made some tcilling points: First, In para 1. he notes that all
water mgected into the basin will be extracted shoatly thereafier, So it is not & cleansing barrier that could
quadify & an [DP, Second, he noted i para. § that two of the sew water sowrces, Blasco Drain and the
Reclamatson Ditch both have & high level of comtamunation, & broad spectrum of pesticides, &3 well as metals
sd bactenial orgamdsms. He thes sssd: "The design of the GWR Project Treatment Facilities should addross this
in order 1o ensare that the plant is relsably able 10 produce water of suitable guality foe direct

injoction{ caphasis mine) into the SGWH, ‘Which serves as a potable water sepply 10 the publicYemphasis
mine). " But, there are no DPR tests; that is what this process is about. Mr. Jagues has just informed me that the
tests required before treated water may be ingected into the basin by PWM will be dictated by the DDW, But of
course, & set forth above, PWM expects 1o apply the carrent tests for an IDR.

| mote that e proposed defisition of & Bamier set forth in the proposed regalations woeld prodabe the PWM
progect froes qualifying as s IDR.

2. The proposed Regulations do not deal with a PWM situation where two highlly tooie bet different water
sources are mived before treatment(baman sewage from the aty of Salinas and haghly toxic agriculture wasie).
There is not even an IDR example of the recycling of agniculture waste for potable purposes, anywhere, let
alome mixing it with sewage without any examination by trained toxicologists about the toxic effects of that
mixing Because PWM claims IDR stabas, there are no specific tosts for this unique mix afier trestment and
before injection into the water sepply. But there are soveral additional reascoms(below ) that comprebensive
tosting mest be roguired before treated water from severely soxic sources (like FPWM) s mived with other
drinking water.

1. Another criticism s that the proposed regulations imply that the Experts Roport concladed that DPFR can now
be allowed on a case by case bases pursuant 1 the proposed regulations. A carcfial reading of that report implics
that sspeficant rescarch sad development must be concluded before DPR is permimed. The caveats by the
experts are many and well founded,

4. 1f you are still reading this, you may be thinking, "yes, in faimess, the PWM project is quite challenging * Lot
me add 1o the draena and additional reasons that the peoject is unsafe. The Seasade Basin, the repository of the
treated dninking water is Jocated in Fort Ord a sandy, former US. Army base. The Basin sits bedow a Super
Fund Toxic site that has decades of Infantry, tank and Artillery trmming, going back to pre WWIL | attach a few
pages from Letter S(Scan 106) 1o the project EIR that details the s sources. After heavy rains, water oo the
two Ft. Ord golf courses disappears within a few hours, Where does it go?

The Basin is Jocated in several earthquake faults, inchading the San Andreas fault. Bocause of the sandy soils,
hiquifaction of water-laden sodiments(the sodl tums into bigead) in the vadose zone(the soil from the basin %0
pround bevel) could contaminate the basin with Fort Ord debris, chemicals and whatnot. There is no alternate
sosece of water.

| refer you to attachment 104, from the proposed regs. 5.2.4.8." Peak Asenuation of Short Tarm Pulses of
Chemicals Likely 8o Persist Through Advanced Treastment. "The section has to do with unexpected events, like
an industrial spill and goestions how this maght (or not) work, It comcludes with: “How this would Work is »
rescarch Question?" I the casc of the PWM DPR groject, we bloody well better get on that, or babics will de!

S, 1 refer you 10 attackenent 100, It is a 2016 comment letier from the three toxicology scientist that were on the
2010 Science Advisory Pancl(SAP). The comment was bocaase the proposed regs. did not adopt Bloassays as
part of the safety tests for DPR and as set forth in the letter they made compelling arpamnents that in vivo
bicassay testing is critical if DPR is to produce safe drinking water. Ia vivo is expensive, because it imvolves



assaying live ceganisms from Mve animals. It actually assays a ccdl and identifies discrete parts foe pathogens(in
VIO tests dead sammples and is not &s helpful).

Now that you have been exposed 10 real life, the PWM project, you should reconsider the omission of in vivo
bicassay tests. Could any sane adult allow treatod wastewater from the FWM project %0 be injocted into the
drinking water of the Seaside Basin w/o in vivo becassay testing” | am a rate payer and | say, get those tests We
will pay for them. BTW, the crodentials of the three SAF members are very impeessive. Listen to them,

6.1 refer you to attachment 105, It is the face page of the DDW acceptance of the Final Engincering Report for
the FWM projoct. para, 1. confirms that approval was grantod on the assumption that the project was i fact an
IPR project in fact, not one jest based on a trick, claiming that a repository of reated drinking water was an IPR

7. The wealth of opinions from the cxperts that study the Taucology of recycied wastowsier is that necither IPR
not DPR is safe. | could atsach dozens of cxampies, but will limit # %0 Scan 107, which is typical, Can you
imagine how such experts would react 1o the PWM project. But of course the agencies punsuing such dangerous
projects never hire honest qualified experts, The safety expert for the PWM EIR prepared & writien report that
basad her opimion on asserted examples of peojects and studies that she arguad showed that the PWM peocess
was safe. Not a single existing project had source water as 00 s the PWM sources. As for studies, she cited
the Rand stady which showed a 73% increase in liver cancer by those that drank recycled water as an article
positive to the PWM project. | checked her company out in Dun and Bradstreet: at the time of ber EIR report
she had two employees, she and her mother.

8. There is a very cnitical factor missing from the proposed regs. The standards in the Rogs must be 50 secure
about the recyclod water's safety for potable perposes that forced ssars like me do not nead to worry about the
safety of the water, They are not close. At this time very few of the forced users of the PWM mix are even
fintly swsre of the dangorous PWM project. Cal Am Bas informad me that there will sot be a source of waler
froe from the PWM mix. There was no vote and when the true natsre of the progect becomes public, chaos
should resale. What adds 10 the snsull is the the humas waste and agricultere wastewater sources come from
areas ouft sade the Cal Am water datnict, 3o their remdents will not be forced 10 drink the womisome mix. WE
ARE ENTITLED TO KNOW THAT OUR DRINKING WATER IS SAFE!

As Dr. Oppenheimer stated, it may be years before the toxicity is discovered. A recent repoet about the
Michigan contamination of the seventics, indicates that even three gemerations afier actual exposure to the
public ia the seventies, the 1oxic effects continoe to show in the subsequent generations, tho they were not
actually exposed o the contaminants.

1 have had this home for shout twenty yoars. Unloss the PWM project is made safe, 1 will be forcad to move.
John M. Moore



Loter S

Fort Ond Commumity Advisory Group (FOCAG)
P.0. Box 969

Scaside. CA 93955

Phone: §31-484.66%9

Email: focagemail@yahoo.com

The "Fort Ord Commeanity Advisory Group s a publsc interest group formed
10 review, comencet and advise on the remediaton (cleanup) of the Font Ord
Army Base, Superfund Site, 10 ensare that buman health, safety and the
environment are protected 10 the greatest extont possible.” - Mission
Statemnent.

Moatercy Regional Water Pollution Control Agency (MRWPCA)
ATTN: Bob Holden

5 Harmis Cowrt, Bidg D

Mooterey, CA 93940

Via E-mail: GWR&@mrwepa.com, hard copy to follow via US. Man

Re: Notice of Prepuration, Scoping Comments
Moeterey Pesinsula Groundwater Replenishment Project Environmental
Impact Report

Juky 2, 2013
Dear Bob Holden,

The Foet Ovd Conumunity Advisory Group (FOCAG) offers the following
comments on the scope of eavironmental issues. The scope shoudd include
existing hazards 0o drinking water and potential increasing hazards to the
drinking water supply due to the migration and leaching of toxic chemicals
from former Army traiming ranges. These would mclode proposed ground
dissurbing activitics incluading a hoese park. The Scaside Agquifer lies directly
beneath the Army Training Ranges, known as Site 939 of former Fort Ord.
This area includes the area known as Parker Flats that had, among other

uses, Army tank traming arcas.

Fort Ord 1s a National Superfund Ssie, first put om the National Supcrfund
Prionity List because of discovered contamination of arca groundwater.
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Lotler S (cont)

Page 2

There have been multiple 1ssues with the Upper 180, the Lower 180, and the
400-foot aquifers beneath arcas of former Fort Ord. Site #39, perbaps the
largest munitions impact/trining arca in the country, sits over the Seaside
Groundwater Bassn. This should be of concern 50 MRWPCA and others for
the possibility of leaching and migration of chemicals into underground
aquafens,

It 15 understood ressdual musitions chomicals from 77-years of munstions
use, remain in Fort Ord trasming arcas, including Site 39. The cleanep thus
far, has concentrated on remaining unexploded mrmnitions, but faled 1o
identify many munitions constituents even though pumerous mumitions
chemistry books were and arc readily avaslable. How can the extent of
contamination be known unless all known munitions constiteents are looked
for? The cleanup has wsed a sampling rationale of looking for & few
constitoents but only reporting levels above a certain threshold. There
potentially are hundreds of chemicals below threshold levels, For example,
hypotherscally, if there are two hundred chemicals cach at 2 ppm, well below
the reporting level, there potentially could be a toxic chemical brew of 200«
400 ppm. Could the cumulative, low levels of chemicals potentially be

2 bealth hazprd? Are the human bealth risks known for thas level of
exposure? What are the symergistic effects of munitions chermicals and
pesticides oo organisms? Are there studics avaslable on the effects of low-
level exposure %0 these chemicals?

Hundreds of munitions chemicals and pesticides at very low levels may be s |

potestial soxic brew creating a health and safety hazard in the underground
water aquifers. The cleanup bas failed to make the pablic sware of the actual
levels of munitions and pesticide contaminates throughout training sreas.

a) What might be the justification for the clesaup failing to identify all the
munitions and pesticide chemicals in Tables 3.4.5, and 67 (Sec Antachment
2, Tables 1-7). The Army BRAC has been asked the following questions:
b) Because the Army kept abysmal records of traiming ranges, raining arcas
and specific activities, what ks the justification for fasling o look for all
munitions chemacals and pesticides i all training arcas, includang Sate ¥397
<) What is the justification for the cleassp falling to include all the
munitions and pesticide chemicals identified in Attachment 2, Tables 34,5,
and 67

d) What is the extent of owt-gassing from munitions and pesticide chemicals




Letier S {com)

Page 3

in former training arcas”
¢) What is the justification for failing 10 repoet the actual kevels of munitions
and pesticide chemicals i all trainimg arcas?

On 3-24-10 (forrordeicanup com, Document BW-2532), and 2-7-11 I
(fortoedclcanap.com, Document BW.2557), the FOCAG mised questions
regarding pesticide use a1 Fort Ond and in traiming arcas, The

2.7.11 FOCAG letrer specifically addresses Army”s failure to thoroughly
investigate pesticides i training arcas. Despite Army's claim that i has
thoroughly investigmied pesticides in truining arcas, our review of the cited
cleanup documents did not sepport the Army's clam. The only sampling
we have found for pestscades in the Parker Flats and Site 39 traimang areas
was for 8 10tal of 4 sample locatons that only looked for X organochlorine

icid

It is our undenstanding Army BRAC remains responsible for identifying and
sampling for chemacals potentially used in tradning arcas, including Sac 39,
However, the chemicals being looked for in former Army training sites is
woefully inadequate. The FOCAG includes, with this kticr, 7 Tables

of munitions chemicals and pesticides potentially found in former Fort Ord
mcluding a list of Traiming Arcas and the chemicais actually being looked
for in. {See attachment 2, Tables 1.7)

There are several hundred chenwcals potentiaily leaching out of ordnance
into the groand as well as residual chemacals from decades of
weapons‘ondnance training and pyrotechnics. Herbicides were used to keep
vegetation down and minimize threats of wildfires from mumitions training
exercises. Attached are 6 Tables identifying munstions chemacals and
pesticides used in training ascas include Table 1, is the Foet Ord Cleanup
1994 lsst of potential Training Range chemicals. Table 2 is the Fort Ord
Cleanup 2003 Sampling and Analysis list of potential Trnining Range
chemicals. Tables 3, and 4 are lists of munstions constitucnts found
munitions chemistry books, many of which the cleanup has not incladed in
its fist(s). Tables S, and 6 arc lists of pesticides; known and suspeciod &8
being used mt Fort Ord. Particularly alarming is Table S that identifies 23
munitions chemscals also known 10 be pesticides. This may explain why
same treining areas are virtmally devoid of msects and birds. Not only has
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Novermber 7, 2016

John M. Robertson, Executive Offcsr
Regonsl Water Quaity Controd Board
Centrat Coast Regon

895 Aerovats Pace. Sute 100

San Lus Obpo, CA 93401.7908

Dear Mr. Roberson

Final Engineering Repon for the Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project
(27T90002-T08)

This wtier rarmmity the State Wiater Rescurces Control Board. Division of Drinking Water (DOWY)
scceptance of e Final Engneering Repont (Final Repart) for e Pure Waler Monterey
Groundwiter Replanatment Project (Project) deted 21 October 2006 Momterey Regional Wister
Polution Control Agency (MRWPCA) held 3 public Mearng on August 22. 2016 Ffleen atlendees
provided ors comments and 10 submited comement Cards during the hearing. As sddtions §
commant Wtters were recaived by the close of pubic comment period  MRIWPCA provided a
Summary of Comment rescones. & Sopy of commants ceceived. a0 & ravision 1 e Draft Final
Engreenng Report based on The pudic comments recehved

COW recommenas the Central Coast Regonal Water Quality Control Board (RWCQCE) inciuge e
folowing conditions s the peemt as DOW Regurements

1 The Pure Water Mortersy Grouncwater Replenmhment Progact (Mrogect) stal comply with
Atcie 5 2 « Indirect Potable Reuse Groundwater Reglenabment - Subsuriace Applcation.
Sections 60320 200 through 60320 228 of the Title 22. Calorma Code of Regulations.

2 The Project's sdvanced water treatment faciity (AWTF) shal conduct startup and

commmsonng losing that meets P requirement in $80320 201 Aovanced Treatment
Critera. A test pronocol must be submitied for approval prior 10 commancement of testng

3. The Progect AWTF shall be oparsted 10 meet the requrements in §60320 122 Operston
Optimization and Plan

4 Peor §80320 122 Operation Optenizaton Plan, pror 10 operstion. MRWPCA shal submt
Operston Optimazation Plan for review and spproval. Al & minimum, the Operation
Optimization Plan shal identfy and descriDe the Operations, mainlenance, ralytical mehod
montonng (grab and ondine) necessary for the Project to meet the requirements and the
reponing of moniioning resuits
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THINK BEFORE YOU AGREE TO BERINX

The following & from *The Source” —~a magazine by Melbourme Water March 2000 Issus 37,

n Singapore, John Poon oversaw a 3 yoar study of furman health nisks and chemical and microbls! risks.

Ne said no single technology is foolproof, and potable reuse is not a siiver bullet. It should
be considered alongside other water conservation measures and alternative measures.

“When we begin to think about using recycled water for drinking, questions are ralsed
about the longer-term health impacts from unknown contaminants at such extremely low
concentrations that we are unaware of them" '

He said Singapore had gone to great lengths to try to address these probloms.

“New compounds are being wvented and discovered every day and understanding the
health implications of thousands of chemicals and emerging pathogens is an enormous and
ongoing sclentific challenge™ -

A U.S. cancer expert, Professor Steven B. Oppenheimer Ph.D., has warned that drinking recycled water
was like playing Russian rouletts as there was no way to test If It was safe.

Professor Steven B. Oppoenheimer, Director of the Cenire for Cancer and Developmental Biciogy ot Caltionmis State Noritridge
Univarsity ot Los Angeles s,

“It may be fine for years until an unknown agent makes It through the process and kils

people. Anytime one deals with medical and industrial wastes in such large quantities, it is
likely that such a scenario will eventually materialize.”



FTHINN BEFORE YOU AGHEE TOD PRINKX

Professor Oppenhaimes Pas o long fet of awards 1or Mis cancer ressarch, had numerous papans palilished On CANOH and witd nstrumentsl
In stopping a project for the city of Los Angeles 50 100 up an agquiter with recycCled wastewnter.

Professor Oppenheimer sac,

“The fact that some communities in the U.§ and elsewhere have been drinking reclaimed
water does not make It safe. It often takes decades to detect the damage done by such
projects that tinker with public health and weifare.”

He sad & had taken decades 20 prove that smoking caused ung cancer and amoking was now regarded as the number one cause of
CaNcec. He siid this SHustOnN with recyChad water wirs much worse I That many people cid Nt have A choice,

Profesacr Oppanhermsr said wihile thers was peoiadily N0 SO0 SOOUMEnind Svidence 1O Deove Tt Noesting recyciod witer haemed haslth,
one of the most respeciod research groups in the world, the U.S. National Research Councll, which 5 a branch of the National Acadeny of
Scence, had warmed aganst £ in its studly, Professce Dpoenhainer sad this was t™he most Sefiniive report of ths subject ever cone,

He said,

“The study found that It was highly likely that some compounds would get through, hghly
likely that those compounds would be toxic and highly likely that nobody wouwld know about

it because there were no tests available.”

The Natsonal Ressarch Coundcil also warned that just Decause indrect potable water feuse had been arcund for decades and studkes had
Doen done,

“Negative reswults from such studies do not prove the safety of the water In question.”



THINNK BEFORE YOU AGHREL TO DRINN

As there are cummently no guidhalings or deinking recycied wirter, 1e0erid QUICHINGS e cumantly Dang fast backnd, Professcr Oppermirnes
SN,

“The worlds scientific community does not and will not know all the toxic agents and
carcinogens that may be able to make it through the indirect reciaimed water process to
drinking water. Also, there is simply no technology to detect them.”

Because regulations for safe drinking water were not developed with reclaimed water in mind, they may
not be the best standard for testing Its quality, the committee said. Reclaimed water may contain sources

of contamination that cannot be determined through current testing or treatment processes.

After reviewing the few studies that have examined the health implications of drinking reclaimed water, the
committee sald that different approaches are needed to test the safety of reclaimed water. Conventional
toxicology tests developed by the food and drug industries are not appropriate for evaluating the risks
from complex chemical mixtures that can be found in reclaimed water. Alternative studies, such as tests
using fish in source water, should be undertaken to provide a broader range of data about possible harmful
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Monterey One Water

Providing Cooperative Water Solutions

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE: 5 Harris Court, Bidg D, Monterey, CA 93940-5756
MAIN: (831) 372-3367 or (831) 422-1001 FAX: (831)372-6178 WEBSITE: www.montereyonewater.org

July 30, 2018

Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster
Attn: Russell McGlothlin, Esq.
Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, LLP
1020 State Street

Santa Barbara, CA 93101

RE: Pure Water Monterey Regulatory Oversight Requirements
Dear Mr. McGlothlin,

Monterey One Water (M1W) received a request from the Seaside Basin Watermaster to provide
technical documentation on the safety of the advanced water purification treatment processes as they
pertain to the Pure Water Monterey (PWM) Project. The included documents will provide an overview
of the Project, including responses to the requested information.

M1W and the Seaside Basin Watermaster have a long history of coordination and working together on
the PWM Project, dating back to when the Watermaster assisted with funding for planning and technical
reports for our initial Groundwater Replenishment Project in 2008 and 2009. Additionally, the
Watermaster previously reviewed and provided comments on the PWM Draft EIR (in June 2015) and on
the PWM Title 22 Engineering Report (in August 2016).

Our Agency is dedicated to providing cooperative water solutions for the community and protecting
human health and safety. | hope you will find the attached information reflects our commitment to
create a safe and sustainable supplemental water supply while meeting and adhering to all regulatory
requirements. If you are interested in touring our Demonstration Facility of the advanced purification
processes used in PWM, please contact me at paul@mylwater.org.

Sincerely,

Yy

Paul A. Sciuto
General Manager

CC: Randy Barnhard, DDW
Bob Jaques, Seaside Watermaster Technical Advisor

Inclusions: Pure Water Monterey Technical Summary
Independent Advisory Panel Member Bios

Joint Powers Authority Member Entities: Boronda County Sanitation District, Castroville Community Services District,
County of Monterey, Del Rey Oaks, Marina Coast Water District, Monterey, Pacific Grove, Salinas, Sand City, and Seaside
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PURE WATER MONTEREY TECHNICAL SUMMARY
RE: Pure Water Monterey Regulatory Oversight Requirements

Project Overview

The Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project (PWM) is an Indirect Potable Reuse (IPR)
project designed to create a diversified, safe, and reliable water source for the Monterey Peninsula. This
new supply will help replace existing water sources limited by State Orders, the Seaside Basin
groundwater adjudication, and seawater intrusion in the Salinas Valley.

PWM will inject 3,500 Acre Feet per Year (AFY) of highly treated purified recycled water into the Seaside
Groundwater Basin to be utilized by California American Water (CalAm) as part of its water supply
system in and around the Monterey Peninsula. CalAm is under a Cease and Desist Order to cease over-
pumping of the Carmel River (SWRCB amended Order No. 2016-0016). In addition, new wastewater
sources will increase the amount of recycled water that is used for agriculture irrigation in the Salinas
Valley up to 4,750 AFY and create a drought reserve for agriculture irrigation in northern Monterey
County.

Independent Advisory Panel

During the planning process for the Pure Water Monterey Project, M1W utilized the National Water
Research Institute (NWRI} to assemble an Independent Advisory Panel (IAP) to review PWM and discuss
areas of potential concern as the project applied for regulatory approval. The panel members included
distinguished professionals in their respective fields and provided a non-biased assessment of the
project. The IAP panel met in person twice plus over conference call to receive project updates and
provide guidance to project team members. During the initial meeting, the IAP received the project
overview plus detailed information on selected aspects of the project. During the second review, the IAP
received a tour of the PWM Demonstration Facility used to test the advanced purification process and a
tour of the source water diversion locations. After both meetings, the IAP provided impartial feedback
to the Agency used to refine the engineering design and the Environmental Impact Report and to
identify potential areas for improvement. The oversight from the IAP was instrumental in helping
Monterey One Water receive a Concept Approval Letter in June 2014 from the California Department of
Public Health (who is now the State Water Resources Control Board Division of Drinking Water). The
Concept Approval Letter guided final regulatory approval from the State Water Resources Control
Board. The biographies of the panel members are included below.

Demonstration Facility

The PWM Demonstration Facility mentioned earlier has been a useful tool to the project’s development
and approval process. Originally, the facility was developed to test various pieces of equipment to
determine which technologies provided the most robust treatment capability best suited for influent
water coming from M1W'’s Regional Treatment Plant. This testing process led to the final proposed
treatment process and equipment and the commissioning of an updated Demonstration Facility to
represent a smaller version of the future full scale plant. All treatment processes were included as well
as post-water treatment stabilization. Once operational, the Demonstration Facility allowed M1W
operators and engineers to continue evaluating the performance of the treatment systems and to learn
to test and maintain the equipment. The Demonstration Facility has also been well received by members
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of the community by serving as an educational tool for understanding the treatment processes and
seeing firsthand how water can be beneficially reused for both urban and agriculture needs.

Indirect Potable Reuse Definition

One of the most important distinctions for the Watermaster to comprehend is the definitions
surrounding Indirect Potable Reuse and Direct Potable Reuse. Both terms, as defined in Section 116275
of the Health and Safety Code and restated in California Water Code section 13561(b)-(d), state:

Direct Potable Reuse means the planned introduction of recycled water either directly into a public
water system or into a raw water supply immediately upstream of a water treatment plant, and Indirect
Potable Reuse for Groundwater Recharge means the planned use of recycled water for replenishment of
a groundwater basin or an aquifer that has been designated as a source of water supply for a public
water system.

Based on these regulatory definitions, the Pure Water Monterey Project is an Indirect Potable Reuse
project. Because purified recycled water will be injected into the Seaside Groundwater Basin, the project
is not classified as a direct potable reuse project since the project does not directly connect to a public
water system nor is it being introduced to a raw water supply.

A more robust list of definitions for these terms as well as other terminology used regarding water reuse
can be found at the link below. These definitions were compiled in 2016 by an advisory group to provide
advice and input regarding “the development of uniform water quality criteria for direct potable reuse.”
The group was established on behalf of the State Water Resources Control Board — per Section 13565(b)
(1) of the California Water Code.

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking water/certlic/drinkingwater/documents/recharge/ag draft
recom app b.pdf

The advisory group elaborated on these definitions as follows:

Indirect Potable Reuse is defined as “The addition of recycled water to augment groundwater or surface
waters. Groundwater and surface waters are considered environmental buffers for providing public
health protection benefits, such as contaminant attenuation dilution, and time to detect and respond to
failures before final treatment and distribution. Indirect potable reuse can use advanced treated water,
but can also be accomplished with tertiary effluent when applied by spreading (i.e., groundwater
recharge) to take advantage of soil aquifer treatment (SAT).”

Direct Potable Reuse is defined as “The delivery of purified water to a drinking water plant or a drinking
water distribution system without an environmental buffer. Additional treatment, monitoring, and/or an
engineered buffer(s) would be used in place of an environmental buffer to provide equivalent protection
of public health and response time in the event that the purified water does not meet specifications.”

The advisory committee’s expanded definitions of these terms confirm that the PWM project is an
Indirect Potable Reuse project.

Pure Water Monterey Indirect Potable Treatment Processes
Indirect Potable Reuse projects require Full Advanced Treatment in order for them to comply with state
regulations. The Pure Water Monterey project has Full Advanced Treatment plus another treatment
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process (ozonation) included for added robustness. The Advanced Water Purification Facility (AWPF)
treatment train includes Ozonation, Membrane Filtration (MF), Reverse Osmosis (RO), and Advanced
Oxidation Process (AOP) as the final treatment process. The purified water will be stabilized for pH in
addition to mineral content adjustments to prevent scour of conveyance pipelines. Further, an
environmental buffer is included in the design representing treatment and retention time that is
afforded by soil after the water is injected into ground. Descriptions of the treatment processes are
listed below.

Ozone

Ozonation is the first treatment process in the AWPF treatment train. Its primary purpose is to

reduce the size of the large organic molecules in the secondary effluent, which improves performance of
the downstream Membrane Filtration process. Ozone also assists in the destruction of Constituents of
Emerging Concern {CECs) and pesticides, and provides pathogen inactivation. Although ozone has
disinfection capability, no pathogen Log Reduction Values (LRV) credit is being pursued for the ozone
process at this time. These key treatment objectives were successfully demonstrated at an ozone dose
of 10 mg/L.

Membrane Filtration (MF)

The MF treatment system will process water pretreated by the ozone system to condition it further for
downstream treatment by the Reverse Osmosis system. The MF system is proficient at removing
particulate matter that will otherwise foul the RO process membranes. MF is used as a physical barrier
for removal of pathogens. The membranes that were pilot tested had a nominal pore size of 0.01
microns'. A 4-log removal credit for Giardia cysts and a 4-log removal credit for Cryptosporidium oocysts
have been established for the MF process. However, M1W is not seeking any virus removal credit for
this process, even though some particulate-associated viruses would be removed through MF.

Reverse Osmosis (RO)

The RO process is used to remove dissolved constituents such as dissolved salts, pathogens,
pesticides, organics, pharmaceutical compounds, and other CECs. Additional pathogen removal credits
for virus, Giardia cysts, and Cryptosporidium oocysts will be credited through the RO membranes. The
RO process performance for pathogen removal will be confirmed by measuring a surrogate parameter
(i.e., conductivity or TDS) that demonstrates the RO membrane integrity.

Advanced Oxidation (AOP) UV/H202

AOPs are those in which hydroxyl radicals are generated at ambient temperature and pressure in order
to facilitate oxidation of organic compounds. Hydroxyl radicals react rapidly with organics, making AOP
an effective strategy for reducing the concentration of specific trace organic compounds and recalcitrant
compounds. Advantages of AOPs include their ability to significantly reduce the concentrations of many
CECs to acceptable levels and the relatively short hydraulic residence time required. AOP is also able to
provide a high level of pathogen inactivation.

The AOP chosen for the Project is low pressure Ultraviolet light (UV) with hydrogen peroxide (UV/H202).
It was selected for two reasons: (1) Ozone is already used in the process train as an oxidant and (2)

! A micron is a unit of measure in the metric system equal to 1 millionth of a meter in length (about 39
millionths of an inch). The average cross-section of a human hair is 50 microns.
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H202 is used as part of AOP systems in existing groundwater replenishment projects using full advanced
treatment, and thus has a proven track record (for example, the Orange County Water District’s GWRS).
The principle behind this process is that H202 reacts with UV light to form hydroxy! radicals which then
oxidize the target compounds. This is important because it demonstrates that the UV/H202 process
provides an effective barrier against CECs in potable reuse applications. Pathogen inactivation credits
granted through the UV/AOP system are 6-log each for Cryptosporidium oocysts, Giardia cysts, and
virus.

Disinfection with Chlorine
Ammonium sulfate and sodium hypochlorite will be added for secondary disinfection to prevent any

bacterial regrowth in the product water conveyance pipeline and injection wells. The target total
chlorine residual is 2-4 mg/L as CI2, which is expected to rapidly decay in the aquifer.

Environmental Buffer

After going through the above processes in the AWPF, a number of treatment benefits will continue to
occur once injected into the aquifer. Benefits include contaminant removal, dilution and blending, and
time to detect and respond to failures before final treatment and distribution. These benefits, in
conjunction with the above levels of upstream treatment, provide the necessary public health
assurances required of indirect potable reuse projects. Based on the results of the modeling done for
PWM, the purified injected water is projected to remain in the groundwater system for at least six
months before any of the water will be pumped out by any domestic supply wells. This will meet the
requirements for a 6-log virus reduction credit obtained with added tracer testing (or with a safety
factor for intrinsic tracer testing). In order to get conditional approval of the 6-log reduction credit, the
groundwater modeling must demonstrate a one-year travel/retention time underground. The modeling
results expressed a slightly lower underground retention time therefore a lower reduction credit is
proposed. Accordingly, the PWM project will only receive a 5.4-log virus reduction credit for the
underground portion of the Project treatment process. The fastest travel time of 327 days represents
approximately 10.8 months. With a virus reduction credit of 0.5-log per month, a 5.4-log reduction
credit is projected for the project.

Approved Engineering Report

In order for an Indirect Potable Reuse project to be authorized and deemed protective of public health,
an Engineering Report for the proposed project is required to be reviewed and approved by the State
Water Resources Control Board, Division of Drinking Water (DDW). The Engineering Report for PWM
was approved by DDW on November 7, 2016. The Final Engineering Report and additional information
can be found at the following link: http://purewatermonterey.org/reports-docs/engineering-report/

Reuse Projects

Pure Water Monterey is labeled as a potable reuse project, which is a general term for a recycled water
project that augments drinking water supply. This term, potable reuse, incorporates both indirect
potable and direct potable reuse projects. One key aspect California regulators judiciously evaluate
when approving advanced water treatment processes, is the degree to which pathogen treatment and
removal meet strict requirements protecting human health. As mandated in the California Recycled
Water regulations for Indirect Potable Reuse (CCR Title 22, Division 4, Chapter 3, Article 5.2), potable
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reuse projects shall provide 12-log virus reduction, 10-log Giardia reduction, and 10-log Cryptosporidium
reduction.

As several potable reuse projects move through the approval process, the regulatory bodies have
developed comprehensive regulations to ensure the health and safety of drinking water in California.
The California Recycled Water regulations require purified recycled water to meet all drinking water
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) requirements. DDW's detailed assessment of IPR projects
concluded that if its strict regulations are adhered to, IPR projects do not compromise the drinking
water supplies for California.

As water sources become scarcer in California, investment in recycled water purification technologies to
supplement local water supplies is anticipated to grow. According to a 2018 map produced by California
WateReuse, there were nine permitted Indirect Potable Reuse (groundwater recharge) projects and 22
more recharge projects being planned in California. The cumulative yearly amount of water to be reused
by these planned and permitted groundwater recharge projects will be in excess of 415,000 AFY.
Additionally, there are several other groundwater recharge projects already permitted throughout the
United States.

Pathogen Removal from Pure Water Monterey

The below table from the PWM Engineering Report shows the PWM Project exceeds the Pathogen Log
Removal Requirements. It is important to note the log removal credits for virus (12), Giardia cysts (10),
and Cryptosporidium (10) would be higher if M1W seeks log removal credit for its other three treatment
processes (primary and secondary treatment, ozone, and chlorine disinfection) which provide pathogen
removal.
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Pathogen Log Removal Expectations and Requirements

Log Reduction Credits

Process Treatment Confirmation Virus | Giardia | Crypto
Regional Treatment Plant Not pursuing credit at this time 0 0 0
(RTP) Primary & Secondary?@
070ne? Not pursuing credit at this time 0 0 0
Membrane Filtration (MF) | Daily Pressure Decay Test (PDT) 0 4 4
Reverse Osmosis (RO) Online conductivity monitoring® 1 1 1
Advanced Oxidation Process | gng tq 1,200 mJ /cm2 6 6 6

(AOP) (UV/H202)

Final Disinfection-Chlorine@ | NOt pursuing credit at this time 0 0 0
Underground Residence 6-month underground retention time® 5.4b 0
Time in Aquifer

Requirement 12 10 10
Total Credit 124 11 11

a. May be included if additional credit for redundancy is needed.

b. Log removals may be calculated from removal of Tota! Dissolved Solids (TDS) through RO and may be
based on correlations between Electrical Conductivity (EC) and TDS developed for the RO feed and
permeate water quality. Total Organic Carbon (TOC) monitors will also be included on the RO feed
and permeate; however, conductivity is planned to be used for critical control point monitoring.

¢. Actual residence time is expected to exceed 6 months. When the tracer test (using an intrinsic
tracer’) confirms that the underground retention time is 10.8 months or greater, the Project would
be credited with virus removal of 7.2-log (applying the 0.67 log safety factor for an intrinsic tracer
listed in the California Recycled Water Regulations).

!Intrinsic Tracers are an innate component or property of water that allows tracking of the water
through sampling of local wells which assists in the calculation of product water residence time in the
aquifer. Desirable intrinsic tracers have the following attributes: naturally and consistently present
(or absent) in product water with reliable concentrations, provides a sharp contrast with ambient
groundwater quality, conservative in the groundwater system (neither sorbed or biologically and/or
geochemically reactive) and should have measurable and/or predictable physicochemical behavior,
and cost-effective to analyze. Example intrinsic tracers include specific conductance, major ions (Ca2+,
Mg2+, Na+, K+, Cl-, CO32- carbonate, HCO3- bicarbonate, and S042-sulfate), and heat.
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Water Quality Monitoring

As part of the approval process, DDW requires monitoring and sampling reports be submitted regularly
to ensure the quality of the finished product water. Consistent monitoring and sampling is in place to
detect any failures in the process. The official monitoring and sampling reporting process for PWM is
included in the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board’s Waste Discharge Requirement
Permit/Order (WDR) for the PWM project.

Waste Discharge Requirements

The WDR (Order No. R3-2017-003) was signed on March 9, 2017 by the Central Coast Regional Water
Quality Control Board Executive Officer, John Robertson. This order requires the PWM project to comply
with all of DDW monitoring and sampling conditions, and also allows the highly treated purified recycled
water from Pure Water Monterey to be injected into the Seaside Groundwater Basin. As part of the
approval process, Section 13540 of the Water Code requires recycled water may only be injected into an
aquifer used as a source of domestic water supply if DDW finds the recharge will not degrade the quality
of the receiving aquifer serving as a domestic water supply. During the review of the WDR, the Central
Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board prepared an anti-degradation analysis (an analysis showing
how Pure Water Monterey project would not degrade groundwater quality) of the product water being
injected and mixing with the native groundwater within the Seaside Groundwater Basin. DDW
determined the PWM Project met all of its conditions and requirements and the injection of its product
water will not degrade the Seaside Groundwater Basin.

The Waste Discharge Requirement Order can be found at the following link:
http://purewatermonterey.org/wgo/wp-content/uploads/ MRWPCA-Advanced-Water-Treatment-WDRs
R3-2017-0003-Final.pdf. The order highlights the amount of monitoring and the frequency of the
monitoring that is required to occur once the project is operational. The monitoring requirements are
substantial and demonstrate how rigorous the regulatory requirements are for protecting drinking
water supplies.

A description of the required reporting to both DDW and the Regional Board on all elements of the
indirect potable purification process starts on page 33. A more extensive list of the individual monitoring
requirements starts on page 38. The table below summarizes the individual monitoring requirements
listed in the WDR and on what PDF page number the list can be found in the document. The actual
tables shown in the WDR (see link above) list the actual constituents which are required to be analyzed
and the frequency at which the sampling must occur.
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E:antituents 777 S B _?Ifﬂge N

f' Influent 37
Recycled water discharge limits 38-40

: Inorganics with Primary MCLs 40

| Constituents with Secondary MCLs 40
Radioactivity 41
Regulated Organics 41
Disinfection Byproducts 42
General Physical and Mineral Constituents ' 42
Constituents with Notification Levels 42-43
Remaining Priority Pollutants 43-44
Constituents of Emerging Concern (CECs) |44
Surrogates | 44-45

The table below summarizes the groundwater monitoring requirements listed in the WDR and on what
page number the topic can be found in the document. The actual tables shown in the WDR (see link
above) list the actual constituents which need to be analyzed and the frequency at which the sampling
must occur.

_Topic PDF Page
Basic Water Quality Parameters W 48

_ Constituents with Secondary MCLs 49

. Radioactivity 49

} Organic Chemicals (Volatile) 50-52

] Disinfection Byproducts 52

' Chemicals with Notification Levels 53

| Remaining Priority Pollutants (Pesticides) (Acid Extractables) (Base/Neutral Extractables) | 54-55

_General Physical and Mineral Constituents _ , o 56

In the event of a treatment process failure, M1W shall notify the Central Coast Water Board, DDW, and,
immediately following those notifications, all water purveyors drawing potable water from the Seaside
Basin by telephone or electronic means. This must be done as soon as M1W becomes aware of, but no
later than 24 hours after obtaining knowledge of, any violations or any adverse conditions as a result of
the use of recycled water from this facility. Written confirmation is then to be sent to the Central Coast
Water Board and DDW within five working days from date of notification.

Current Status of Pure Water Monterey

Pure Water Monterey has four distinct components and all four of these components are currently
under construction. (1) The AWPF is 45% completed, (2) the conveyance pipeline — in partnership with
Marina Coast Water District — is 80% completed, (3) source water diversions are at the 45% completion
stage, and (4) the injection well facilities are at 18% completion. This progress is a testimony to the
region’s commitment to the Project.
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NATIONAL WATER RESEARCH INSTITUTE
Independent Advisory Panel

Monterey One Water (previously Monterey Regional Water Pollution Control Agency)
Pure Water Monterey Groundwater Replenishment Project

PANEL MEMBER BIOGRAPHIES

GEORGE TCHOBANOGLOUS, Ph.D., P.E., NAE
Professor Emeritus
University of California, Davis (Davis, CA)

For over 35 years, wastewater expert George Tchobanoglous has taught courses on water and
wastewater treatment and solid waste management at the University of California, Davis, where he is
Professor Emeritus in the Department of Civil and Environmental Engineering. He has authored or
coauthored over 500 publications, including 22 textbooks and eight engineering reference books.
Tchobanoglous has been past President of the Association of Environmental Engineering and Science
Professors and currently serves as a national and international consultant to both government agencies
and private concerns. Among his honors, he received the Athalie Richardson Irvine Clarke Prize from
NWRI in 2003, was inducted to the National Academy of Engineers in 2004, and received an Honorary
Doctor of Engineering degree from the Colorado School of Mines in 2005. In 2012, he received the first
Excellence in Engineering Education Award from AAEE and AEESP. In 2013, he was selected as the AAEE
and AEESP Kappe Lecturer. Tchobanoglous received a B.S. in Civil Engineering from the University of the
Pacific, an M.S. in Sanitary Engineering from the University of California, Berkeley, and a Ph.D. in
Environmental Engineering from Stanford University.

JEAN-FRANCOIS DEBROUX, Ph.D.
Director, Advanced Technologies Group
Kennedy/Jenks Consultants (San Francisco, CA)

At Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, Jean Debroux serves as Director of the Advanced Technologies Group,
which was formed to solve technologically challenging problems. Part of this effort includes performing
pilot and field studies for regulated and emerging contaminants and evaluates the cost impacts of
complying with Safe Drinking Water Act regulations. A water quality expert, Debroux has extensive
experience and expertise working with water utilities and research organizations in water treatment and
water reuse issues, and is an active member of the WateReuse Foundation, where he serves on the
Research Advisory Committee. Debroux received a B.S. in Chemical Engineering from the University of
South Florida, and both an M.S. in Environmental Engineering and Ph.D. in Civil Engineering from the
University of Colorado, Boulder. In addition, he attended the Environmental Management Institute at
Tufts University and has served as a Post-Doctoral Research Fellow and Lecturer at Stanford University
and as a Research Fellow at Université de Poitiers, France.
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MARTIN B. FEENEY, P.G., CHG
Consulting Hydrogeologist (Santa Barbara, California)

Martin Feeney has been a consulting hydrogeologist since 1997, providing hydrogeologic consulting
services to water agencies, private industry, and engineering firms. Prior to this, he served as
hydrogeologist at various consulting firms such as Balanced Hydrologics, Inc. and Fugro West, Inc.,
where he provided analysis of groundwater basins, developed groundwater flow and transport, and
developed saline groundwater source for desalination plants, injection wells/artificial recharge
programs, and underground storage tank site assessment and remediation. He has also been involved
in numerous groundwater resources and water well projects throughout California, working for groups
such as Monterey County, Salinas Valley, Santa Clara Valley Water District, Ventura County, and various
others. Feeney received a B.S. in Earth Sciences from the University of California, Santa Cruz and an
M.S. in Environmental Planning (Groundwater) from California State University.

MICHAEL P. WEHNER, REHS, MPA
Assistant General Manager
Orange County Water District (Fountain Valley, California)

Mike Wehner has over 40 years of experience in water quality control and water resources
management. He has been with the Orange County Water District (OCWD) since 1991, currently serving
as Assistant General Manager. Among his responsibilities, he directly manages the Water Quality and
Technology Group, including Laboratory, Water Quality, Hydrogeology, Research and Development, and
Health and Regulatory Affairs Departments. He is also involved with numerous aspects with the
Groundwater Replenishment System (the nation’s largest IPR project), including providing technical
guidance on treatment and quality, as well as managing monitoring programs for the purification facility
and receiving groundwater. He was also manager of OCWD’s 8-year Santa Ana River Water Quality and
Health Study, which evaluated the impact of using effluent-dominated river waters for groundwater
recharge. Prior to joining OCWD, Wehner spent 20 years with the Orange County Health Care Agency,
where he managed the Water Quality Control Section of Environmental Health. He is a Registered
Environmental Health Specialist in California and is an internationally recognized expert in water quality,
public health, and advanced water treatment processes, serving on expert panels in the United
Kingdom, Australia, and Singapore, as well as for California and U.S. agencies and foundations. He
received a Masters of Public Administration from California State University Long Beach and a B.S. in
Biological Sciences from the University of California, Irvine.
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JAMES CROOK, PH.D., P.E.
Environmental Engineering Consultant

Jim Crook is an environmental engineer with more than 40 years of experience in state government and
consulting engineering arenas, serving public and private sectors in the U.S. and abroad. He has
authored more than 100 publications and is an internationally recognized expert in water reclamation
and reuse. He has been involved in numerous projects and research activities involving public health,
regulations and permitting, water quality, risk assessment, treatment technology, and all facets of water
reuse. Crook spent 15 years directing the California Department of Health Services’ water reuse
program, during which time he developed California’s first comprehensive water reuse criteria. He also
spent 15 years with consulting firms overseeing water reuse activities and is now an independent
consultant specializing in water reuse. He currently serves on several advisory panels and committees
sponsored by NWRI and others, including serving as co-chair of the Expert Panel on the “Development
of Water Recycling Criteria for Indirect Potable Reuse through Surface Water Augmentation and the
Feasibility of Developing Criteria for Direct Potable Reuse” for the State Water Resources Control Board
Division of Drinking Water. Among his honors, he was selected as the American Academy of
Environmental Engineers’ 2002 Kappe Lecturer and the WateReuse Association’s 2005 Person of the
Year. Crook received a B.S. in Civil Engineering from the University of Massachusetts and both an M.S.
and Ph.D. in Environmental Engineering from the University of Cincinnati.

SHANE TRUSSELL, PH.D., P.E., BCEE
President, Trussell Technologies

Shane is the President of Trussell Technologies, Inc. — a firm focused on developing new water supplies.
Shane has been working on potable reuse projects for more than 20 years and his firm is currently
working on the regulatory strategy and process design for more than a half dozen potable reuse projects
in California, including the first Surface Water Augmentation project in California — San Diego’s 30 MGD
North City Project to deliver water to Miramar Reservoir. Shane received his PhD from UC Berkeley
studying Membrane Bioreactors and has been actively involved in Direct Potable Reuse research as Pl or
Co-Pl on more than a dozen projects.
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MARGARET H. NELLOR, P.E.
Nellor Environmental Associates, Inc.

Ms. Nellor is an expert on regulations and permitting for recycled water and groundwater recharge
dating to the early projects in California. She has worked on the agency side as Assistant Department
Head of Technical Services at LACSD and as Acting Head of Technical Services for the Orange County
Sanitation District. She has worked on the six permitted potable reuse projects in California as well as
others in the planning phase. Ms. Nellor has gained a reputation as a preeminent leader at the forefront
of regulatory, compliance, and technical issues associated with reuse. Ms. Nellor provided technical
review and analysis, developed formal CDPH and RWQCB regulatory comments, and hearing testimony
for the six permitted potable reuse projects in California: (1) Montebello Forebay Groundwater
Recharge Project, (2) Chino Basin Groundwater Recharge Project, (3) Groundwater Replenishment
System, (4} West Coast Basin Barrier Project, (5) Alamitos Barrier Project, and (6) Dominguez Gap Barrier
Project. She also assisted with numerous wastewater NPDES discharge and water reuse permits. She is
an advisor to CDPH on groundwater recharge regulations and a technical advisor to WateReuse
California on the California Water Recycling Policy, CEC monitoring, and on Assembly Bill 2398 regarding
IPR and direct reuse. Ms. Nellor has worked on numerous projects for California agencies, including: (1)
Water Replenishment District, (2) City of Los Angeles, (3) the City of San Diego, and (4) Metropolitan
Water District. She specializes in analyzing the impacts of regulations on compliance and
implementation strategies, including planning studies for potable reuse projects (groundwater recharge
and surface augmentation), anti-degradation issues (including SNMP), and meeting soil aquifer
treatment criteria. Ms. Nellor has been Pl for WateReuse Research Foundation (WRF} Projects: (1) WRF-
06-018 Tools to Assess and Understand the Relative Risks of Indirect Potable Reuse Projects and (2)
WRF-08-01 Developing Standards/Criteria for Various End Uses of Recycled Water. She was also a
contributor to the WRF’s Best Practices for Developing Indirect Potable Reuse Projects and was a co-PI
for the WRF project, An Investigation of Soil Aquifer Treatment for Sustainable Reuse and the project
manager for the Health Effects Study. She received a B.S. in Civil Engineering from the University of
Texas and a M.S. degree in Environmental Health Engineering also from University of Texas.
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BAHMAN SHEIKH, PHD, PE

Bahman Sheikh has over 30 years of domestic and international experience in research, planning, and
design of water resources projects, specializing in water conservation, reclamation, reuse, and recycling.
His career began as a university professor, teaching courses in water quality for various applications. Dr.
Sheikh’s academic career was followed by consulting, technical investigations, master planning, and
design of water resources facilities. Sheikh’s water recycling experience includes service in the public
sector; For the City of Los Angeles, he performed goal-setting, project planning, regulatory liaison, public
outreach, and implementation of public policy programs. The focus of much of Dr. Sheikh’s service has
been on public health and safety of recycled water used for irrigation, industry, and potable
applications. Most of Dr. Sheikh’s client service is concentrated in California, Colorado, and {most
recently) in Hawai'i. In addition, he has served clients with water reuse projects in 21 countries,
including Peru, Bonaire, Mexico, South Korea, Australia, Saudi Arabia, Egypt, India, Jordan, Kuwait, UAE,
Syria, Bahrain, Morocco, and Tunisia.

Bahman Sheikh has extensive experience in all aspects of water resources management, water use
patterns and promotion of water use efficiency, recycling, and reuse, including technical and regulatory
issues, water quality, program management, alternatives analysis, feasibility studies, and planning for
long-term development of water recycling for large regions and small communities. He conceived,
planned, and conducted major long-term pilot studies of pioneering water recycling programs in
Monterey County and in the City of Los Angeles, demonstrating the safety of regulated use of highly
treated and disinfected reclaimed water.

GORDON WILLIAMS, PH.D,, P.E.
Manager of Planning & Analysis for Water Quality, East Bay Municipal Utility District

Gordon Williams is the Manager of Planning and Analysis at the East Bay Municipal Utility District, where
he is responsible for regulatory planning related to water quality. Previously, he worked at EBMUD as a
design engineer for water treatment plant improvements. Prior to that he was a Principal Engineer at
Trussell Technologies, where he designed, tested, and optimized advanced and emerging water
treatment technologies. Gordon has also volunteered for the CA/NV Section of AWWA in leadership
roles in the recycled water committee, water resources division, and AWT operator certification
committee. He earned his Ph.D. in Civil and Environmental Engineering from the UC Berkeley, and his
B.S. degree from Virginia Tech.
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JOHN KENNY, P.E.
Supervising Engineer, Trussell Technologies

John Kenny is a supervising engineer at Trussell Technologies. Mr. Kenny has six years of experience
developing and implementing innovative water quality and process solutions. Mr. Kenny has worked on
the Pure Water Monterey project since inception, conducting bench-scale and pilot-scale testing,
designing the Advanced Water Purification Facility, operating the Demonstration Facility, and permitting
the project with the Division of Drinking Water and the Regional Water Quality Control Board. Mr.
Kenny got his masters in environmental engineering from the University of California at Berkeley.

DERRIK WILLIAMS, M.S., P.E.,
California Professional Geologist and Certified Hydrogeologist

Derrik Williams is a California Professional Geologist and Certified Hydrogeologist, with more than 30
years of experience in applied geology and hydrogeology. He obtained his bachelor’s degree in geology
from U.C. Davis, and his master’s degree in hydrology from the University of Arizona. He has practiced
groundwater management in California for over 30 years. His project experience includes managing,
reviewing, and assisting on water supply, managed aquifer recharge, wastewater disposal, and
hazardous waste remediation projects. Derrik is accomplished in analytical hydrogeology, with extensive
interpretation and application of groundwater flow and transport models.

Mr. Williams has extensive experience working with diverse stakeholders and obtaining consensus on
challenging projects. He has been retained by clients to help develop Basin Management Plans in areas
with contentious water right issues, and has testified in court regarding groundwater-surface water
interactions.

As a member of the Groundwater Committee of the Association of California Water Agencies (ACWA)
since 2008, Derrik helped shape the California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring Program
(CASGEM) and helped develop ACWA's Groundwater Framework document. He additionally drafted
ACWA's Guidelines for Groundwater Monitoring. Derrik worked closely with California Department of
Water Resources to develop the state’s Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA)
implementation process. Derrik was founder and President of HydroMetrics WRI, which was acquired
by Montgomery & Associates in 2018.
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PHYLLIS STANIN, PG, CHG, CEG,
Vice President and Principal Geologist at Todd Groundwater,

Phyllis has been a professional geologist for more than 35 years with expertise in hydrogeology and
groundwater basin management, and a particular emphasis on managed aquifer recharge (MAR) and
conjunctive use. She has decades of experience with groundwater resource development including
production and injection wells, geophysical applications, aquifer testing, and monitoring. She has
conducted numerous regional hydrogeologic assessments using advanced analytical and numerical
modeling tools. She has also prepared numerous groundwater management plans—including several in
the San Joaquin Valley especially in Kern County —and currently is assisting several clients with
Sustainable Groundwater Management Act (SGMA) compliance. Her expertise also includes fate and
transport of contaminants in groundwater including constituents of emerging concern. She has
performed geologic investigations in seven states across the U.S. and conducted independent research
on impacts to groundwater flow from geologic faults. Phyllis earned a B.S. degree in Geology from
University of North Carolina and a M.S. degree in Environmental Management from University of San
Francisco.

EDWIN LIN, PG, CHG,
Principal Hydrogeologist at Todd Groundwater,

Ed has 20 years of experience in groundwater basin management, including all facets of conceptual
hydrogeologic model development and evaluation of feasibility, benefits, and regulatory compliance of
managed aquifer recharge (MAR) projects involving imported water, stormwater, and recycled water.
Mr. Lin has published papers on well clogging mechanisms and pre-treatment options for Aquifer
Storage and Recovery (ASR} in cooperation with the Australian Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial
Research Organization. Mr. Lin has also been responsible for the design and construction of municipal
water supply and monitoring wells using a variety of drilling methods, and analysis of aquifer pumping
tests. He is skilled in Geographical Information Systems (GIS), database development, geochemical
analyses, and application of advanced environmental statistics. Mr. Lin has supported his clients with
preparation of regulatory-driven groundwater management documents with a vision on expanding
conjunctive use. Through these projects, he has developed an appreciation of stakeholder and
regulatory involvement and the importance of effective communication of technical subjects to a
diverse audience. Ed received his B.S. in Geological and Environmental Sciences from Stanford and a
M.S. degree in Groundwater Hydrology from Flinders University in Australia.
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NOTICE OF LODGING




DECLARATION OF RUSSELL MCGLOTHLIN
IN SUPPORT OF NOTICE OF LODGING OF CORRESPONDENCE

RE PURE WATER MONTEREY PROJECT

I, Russell McGlothlin, declare as follows:

1. Tam an attorney with the law firm Brownstein Hyatt Farber Schreck, and I am the
attorney of record in this matter for Seaside Groundwater Basin Watermaster (“Watermaster”). |
have personal knowledge of the matters set forth in this declaration and, if called as a witness,
could testify competently to them. I make this declaration in support of the Notice of Lodging of
Correspondence re Pure Water Monterey Project (“Notice of Lodging”) filed concurrently
herewith.

2. Thave received numerous email correspondences from Mr. John Moore between June 17,
2018 and August 12, 2018 regarding his concern about the quality of the treated water proposed
to be injected into the Seaside Groundwater Basin pursuant to the Pure Water Monterey
groundwater replenishment project (“PWM Project’). Mr. Moore requested that his email
correspondence be provided to the Court.

3. Iforwarded a copy of certain correspondence received from Mr. Moore to Monterey One
Water (“M1W?”) and requested that they draft a response for the Court’s information.

4. On July 24, 2018, I contacted Moore to clarify which of the numerous emails he had sent
to me that he would like provided to the Court and he identified a subset of correspondence, a
true and correct copy of which is attached to the Notice of Lodging as Exhibit A.

5. OnJuly 30, 2018, I received a letter from M1W in response to the correspondence
received from Moore, a true and correct copy of which is attached to the Notice of Lodging as

Exhibit B.

8/16/2018 1

DECLARATION OF RUSSELL MCGLOTHLIN
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1 declare wnder penalty of perjary pursuant o the laws of the State of California that e foregoing
o true aad correct, and that this declantion wes executed oo Augud /‘,20“.:!8-
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ;
COUNTY OF SANTA BARBARA )
= H

I am cxployed by Brownsics Farber Scheock in the County of Santa Barbara,
Stme of Califorsia. | am over the of 18 snd nott & 10 the within action; buaoiness
address is: 1020 State Sata Californsa 93101, On August 16, 2015, | served

« NOTICE OF LODGING OF CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED
RE PURE WATER MONTEREY FROJECT

BY OVERNIGHT DELIVERY. B ing with an sght manl foe
delsvery a true thaenl.mdnelina foes
ery n mmm s : Mm
BY MAIL. By placing each envelope (with postage affived thereto) m the US.
Mal s shown below.

By persosally sending a tree via o-masil 1o the parties at the o-mail addresses
lwauwmmnumm.

By posting the above document(s) shove 10 the M County Supenior Count via

&wyo?i]ﬂﬁmﬁmﬂmmﬁmthum.u

appoaniag partios have agread to be served clectronically by the Court.
SEEATTACHED SERVICE LIST

I declare wmder ponalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the shove
s true and correct. Executed on August 16, 2018, ot Sasts Barbara, California,

G Madprne.

CAITLIN MALONE

X OO O
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California American Water v, City of Searide

Anthoary Cerasuolo,
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Coranado, CA 92118
Tel: (619) 522-6370

Water Company

Robert Dosilan,

Ellison Schoeider & Hamis LLP
2600 Capitol Ave Ste 400
Sacramento, CA 95816-5905
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Attorneys for City of Monterey
Donald G. Freeman, Esq.
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California-Amenican Water Co.
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Fax: (831) 3754367
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Cmyde
Del Rey Oaks, CA M

Tel.: (3139488511

Clty Manager of City of Del Rey Oaks

Heiminger, Buck & Moris
P.O. Box 8427

Carmel, CA 93921.5427
Tel.: (831) 624-3891

Fax: (831)625-0145
Jimcaomellaw, com

Attorneys for City of Sand Clty

Charles J. McKee, Esq.
Irven L. Grant,
Office of County

168 W, Aha:l
Salsnas, CA 93901
Tel.: (831) 7555045
Fu (83!)735-5283

Attorneys for County of Monterey



Kevin M. O’Brien, Esq.
Steven P. Saxton, Esq.
Downey Brand LLP

621 Capitol Mall, 18" Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
Tel.: (916) 444-1000

Fax: (916) 444-2100
kobrien(@downeybrand.com
ssaxton@downeybrand.com

Attorneys for County of Monterey

Paul Bruno, Member

Cypress Pacific Investors, LLC
P.O. Box 400

Marina, CA 93933

Tel.: (831) 384-4081
paul@mpe2000.com

For Cypress Pacific Investors, LLC,
Successor in Interest to Muriel
Calabrese 1987 Trust

Lisa A. Cole

Granite Rock Company
350 Technology Drive
Watsonville, CA 95076
Tel.: (831) 786-2107
Legal@graniterock.com

Attorneys for Granite Rock Company

Anthony Lombardo, Esq.
Anthony Lombardo & Associates
144 W. Gabilan Street

Salinas, CA 93901

Tel.: (831) 751-2330

Fax: (831) 751-2331
tony(@alombardolaw.com

Attorneys for Pasadera International, Inc.

and Laguna Seca Resort, Inc.

15306203.1

Charles J. McKee, Esq.

Kelly L. Donlon

Office of County Counsel

168 W. Alisal Street, 3™ Floor
Salinas, CA 93901

Tel.: (831) 755-5045

Fax: (831) 755-5283
mckeecj(@co.monterey.ca.us;
donlonkl@co.monterey.ca.us

Attorneys for Monterey County Water
Resources Agency

David C. Sweigert, Esq.

Andrew B. Kreeft, Esq.

Fenton & Keller

2801 Monterey Salinas Highway
P.O. Box 791

Monterey, CA 93942-0791

Tel.: (831) 373-1241
dsweigert(@fentonkeller.com
akreeft@fentonkeller.com

Attorneys for D.B.O. Development
Company No. 30

Eric Robinson, Esq.

Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann & Girard
400 Capitol Mall, 27th Floor

Sacramento, CA 95814

Tel.: (916) 321-4500

Fax: (916) 321-4555
erobinson@kmtg.com

Attorneys for Bishop, McIntosh &
McIntosh

John M. Garrick, Esq.

Larson Garrick & Lightfoot
801 S. Figueroa St., Suite 1750
Los Angeles, CA 90017

Tel.: (213) 404-4106

Fax: (213) 404-4123
jearrick@]lgl-law.com

Attorneys for Alderwood Group, Inc.
d/b/a Mission Memorial Park
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Technical Program Master
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Attorneys for Monterey Peninsula Water
Management District
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San A 9

Tel.: (415) 874.3121
Fax: (415) 874-3001
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For Security National Guaranty, Inc.
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Seaside Groundwater Basin Watormaster



